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Current Topics. 


Lord Shaw’s Irish Compensation Commission. 

WE REFERRED last week to questions which had been asked 
in Parliament with respect to Lord Suaw’s Commission. It 
appears from the replies to further questions in the House of 
Commons on 27th July that the sittings of the Commission have 
not been suspended, but are being carried on during Lord Suaw’s 
absence by the two other members of the Commission who 
have full power to act and make decisions. In addition there 
are investigators appointed by the Commissioners 
so far been appointed—to investigate claims and report to the 
Commission. The Government, it seems, still decline to publish 
particulars of the ten cases in which decisions have already 
been given, though Lord Suaw is said to have stated that on 
them the great mass of the findings in other cases would be 
based. It is not, said Mr. CuurcHiLL, to be assumed that 
every award made by the Commission is less than that previously 
awarded by the Courts. 

Pending Actions to Recover Betting Losses. 

Ar Leeps Assizes last Saturday (see Times, 31st July, p. 5, 
col. 3), judgment was given by Mr. Justice GREER in actions tried 
at Newcastle, in which a Liverpool commission agent was sued 
for the return of a sum of £2,700 paid by cheque for betting losses. 
At the time of trial it was not known whether the Gaming Bill 
had received the Royal Assent, but this was given on 20th July, 
and consequently, he said, he was not at liberty to give judgment 
for the plaintiffs, because he was disabled by law from entertaining 
any action for the recovery of money under s. 2 of the Gaming 
Act, 1835, which is repealed. Having regard, however, to the 
fact that at the time the actions were originally brought the 
plaintiffs were in a position to recover, he dismissed the actions 


five have 


without costs. 


The Gaming Act, 1922. 
WE print elsewhere the text of the Gaming Act, but we shall 
not attempt at present to state its exact effect. It was a question 





in the passage of the measure through Parliament whether the 
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words expressly referring to trustees and executors should stand. 
They were struck out in the House of Commons, but restored in 
the House of Lords, where the Bill originated, partly it would 
seem on account of the decision of the Court of Appeal in Scranton’s 
Trustee v. Pearse (ante, p. 503, 1922, 2 Ch. 87). What their effect 
is does not seem to be clear. Apparently a trustee could enforce 
an existing judgment under s. 2 of the Gaming Act, 1835, 
though he is not bound to do so. A more serious question 
is as to the right to proceed with pending actions. When the 
Bill was before the House of Commons doubts were felt as to what 
was meant by no action being entertained in any Court. In the 
view of Mr. Justice GREER it means that the Court cannot give 
judgment after the Act for a plaintiff who has won his case at a 
trial before the Act. With deference we doubt whether this 
can be correct. By the Interpretation Act, 1889, s. 38, the repeal 
of s. 2 of the Act of 1835 does not, unless the contrary intention 
appears, affect any accrued right or legal proceeding in respect 
thereof. Where is the expression of contrary intention by which 
the present Act affects pending proceedings? We believe some 
consideration was given to the Bill in the House of Lords, but 
very little in the House of Commons. It was passed, of course, 
in order to reverse Dey v. Mayo (1920, 2 K.B. 346) and Sutters 
v. Briggs (1922, A.C. 1); but in doing this, consideration should 
have been given to the law of betting as a whole. 


Super-tax and Deduction for Personal Allowance. 


WE bo nor know whether Davis v. Inland Revenue Commis- 
stoners (Times, 28th July), will go any further, but at present 
the decision is against the contention raised by Lord WrENBURY 
in his letter toT’heT'imes last year (see 65 Sou. J.,521), that personal 
allowances must be deducted for super-tax as well as for income 
tax. Into the reasons which induced Mr. Justice SANkEY to 
arrive at this decision it would be unprofitable for us to examine 
in any detail. He said in his judgment that some thirty Acts 
of Parliament had been cited and a great number of cases, and 
this did not facilitate the task of interpretation. The obvious 
argument in favour of the deduction is that super-tax is only an 
additional income tax (Bowles v. Attorney-General, 1912, 1 Ch. 
123), and a deduction for one is a deduction for the other. 
But super-tax, although it is an income tax, is a tax subject to 
special provisions, and the learned judge held that these excluded 
the personal allowance which is allowed as a deduction for income 
tax. In particular, s. t of the Income Tax Act, 1918, which is the 
charging section, imposes the duty on the total income. 


Lawyers and the Rent Restriction Committee. 


WE PUBLISHED last week the names of the members of the 
Rent Restriction Committee. One unfortunate factor in it is 
obvious. It consists of eleven inembers, but only two of those 
act as legal representatives, namely, His Honour Judge Bray 
and Sheriff-Substitute A. 8. D. THompson, an English and Scots 
county court judge. No practising barrister and no practising 
solicitor, English or Scots, is placed on the Committee. The 
other members consist of five members of Parliament —most of 
whom appear to be military men —and four public officials. It 
cannot be said that any of these nine seem to be gentlemen likely 
to have acquired any special knowledge of the working ot the 
Act in its legal and practical aspects ; but, of course, some of 
them are landlords, and probably so. e nay be tenants within 
the limits of the statutory protection. Again, there are no 
economists, no builders, no architects, on the Committee ; there 
is not even a house-agent. This composition is certainly puzzling, 
as the main questions before the Committee must be, first, the 
desirability of retaining the Act fron an economic point of view; 
secondly, a consideration of its effect on questions of building, 
structural alterations, and repairs ; and, thirdly, the many legal 
anomalies that have arisen out of the very peculiar wording of 
the Act. We certainly think that a barrister and a solicitor 


experienced in this class of practice might usefully have been 
placed on the Committee, while the official element could surely 
have been reduced. 





Legitimation by Subsequent Marriage. 

Tue Lecitmation Brit which has been so long promised has 
now been introduced in the House of Commons by the Home 
Secretary. A year ago the House of Lords rejected the Children 
of Unmarried Parents Bill, because there was no time to consider 
the exact effect of the legitimation clause which it contained, 
but the principle of legitimation appears to have been accepted. 
The principal provision of the present Bill is as follows :— 

1. Legitimation of illegitimate persons by the subsequent marriage 
of their parents.|—(1) Where the parents of an illegitimate person, 
whether born before or after the passing of this Act, marry one another 
after the passing of this Act, the marriage shall, if the father of the 
illegitimate person is at the date of the marriage domiciled in England 
or Wales, render that person, as from the date of the marriage, 
legitimate for all purposes ; and where before the time of the marriage 
the illegitimate person has died leaving any issue, he shall, for the 
purposes of determining the right of that issue to any property, be 
deemed, except where such right depends on his legitimacy at a date 
earlier than the marriage, to have been legitimate at the time of his 
death. 

But there are provisoes to the effect (1) that legitimation 
shall not confer a title to succeed to property settled by a disposi- 
tion made, or, in the case of a will, taking effect, before the 
passing of the Act; and (2) that legitimation shall not affect 
the succession to any title or dignity. No doubt there will be 
discussion as to the necessity for including this latter proviso. 
We should have thought it clear that legitimation should be 
effectual for all purposes. And Clause 2 has provisions affirming 
the right of legitimated persons to inherit real property—hardly, 
perhaps, necessary in view of Part VIII of the Law of Property 
Act—and postponing legitimated children to children of an earlier 
marriage. 


A Specific Bequest of “ War Bonds.” 

In view OF the fact that there are so many forms of War Stock 
and War Bonds, redeemable at different dates, the attention of 
those concerned in the preparation of wills may well be directed 
to the desirability of ascertaining and defining with complete 
accuracy the exact nature of any security of that kind which is 
to be disposed of, so that in the event of its being included in a 
specific bequest there may be no possibility of such a question 
arising as that which arose in the case of Re Balchin : Havenhand 
v. Perugia (Times, 28th ult.). In that case a testator left 
** All my shares and War Bonds ”’ to beneficiaries. At the date 
of the will and also at the date of his death he possessed several 
National War Bonds and £100 of 5 per cent. War Stock 1929 /1947, 
and it was held that the above-mentioned gift was specific and 
did not include the War Stock. Two ingenious arguments were 
put forward on behalf of the specific legatees in order, if 
possible, to secure the inclusion of the War Stock in the bequest :— 
(1) that the War Stock passed under the word “ shares,” because 
on the certificate the holding was stated to be an “ interest 
or share ” which meant a share in the loan to the country ; and 
(2) that on the back of the certificate it was stated that the stock 
could be converted into “* bonds to bearer.”’ Mr. Justice RomER 
held that the War Stock was excluded from the specific bequest 
and expressed his view, (1) that the word “shares ” as used 
by the testator did not bear the meaning contended for, and 
(2) that the testator, who had never converted his stock into 
bonds, meant, when he used the words “‘ War Bonds,”’ to dispose 
of the National War Bonds in his possession. 


Dualism of Workmen’s Compensation Proceedings. 


FRoM VARIOUS indications in the Workmen’s Compensation 
Act, 1906, especially s. 1 (2) (b) and 1 (4), it seems clear that the 
Legislature did not contemplate two concurrent and cumulative 
remedies by a workman against his employer when there has 
been a statutory accident: he cannot both recover under the 
statute and also by virtue of Common Law negligence and the 
Employers’ Liability Act. But it is equally clear that the statute 
gives him a choice of proceedings, though it is not quite clear on 
the face of the Act that the commencement of one class of pro- 
ceedings (except where expressly permitted by the Act) is neces 
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the other, whether on the principle of “estoppel,” or that of 
“waiver.” This point might have been decided in Harrison 
vy. Wythemoor Colliery Company, Limited (reported ante, p. 632) ; 
but the Court of Appeal found a way of dismissing the 
appeal in that case from Mr. Justice Branson without going 
uite so far as to give a decision on this issue to its full extent. 

he widow of a workman who had been killed by a statutory 
accident while he was working in a colliery, such accident being 
due to the breach by another employee of a statutory regulation 
under the Coal Mines Act, 1911, took proceedings at common 
law against the colliery company for negligence, on the Res- 
pondeat Superior principle. Mr. Justice Branson found in 
the employers’ favour. Then counsel applied for an award 
of compensation under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, a 
procedure permitted by the statute itself, and therefore not 
open to exception. But he endeavoured to attach a condition 
to his application, that the award of statutory compensation 
should be “ without prejudice ” to his right of appeal against 
the learned judge’s dismissal of the negligence action. The 
judge made an order dismissing the action and awarding statutory 
compensation. His certificate of the award did not say that 
it was made “ without prejudice” to the right of appeal in 
the common law proceedings, but it was agreed that he intended 
soto make it. The widow went on with her common law appeal, 
and the Court of Appeal was faced with the preliminary objection 
that no such appeal was competent: by applying for statutory 
compensation she had finally elected against her common law 
rights (if any), and the condition attached to her application 
that it was made “ without prejudice” to the appeal, was a 
repugnant condition and therefore void. The Court of Appeal 
took the view that this objection was well founded, and that 
Mr. Justice Branson had exceeded his jurisdiction in agreeing 
to award statutory compensation “ without prejudice’ to the 
common law appeal. The scheme of the Act, the court held, 
is to tie down the plaintiff to one remedy only against the 
employer, but on the failure of that remedy to allow a limited 
recourse to the alternative remedy, by asking the court for an 
order in terms of that remedy: such limited recourse, however, 
puts an end to the further prosecution of the remedy for which 
the applicant had first elected. 


Privilege of Parliament. 

One oF THE defences to a libel suit is that of “ Absolute 
Privilege,” conceded only to statements made in the course of 
duty in a court of justice. For this purpose, Parliament is treated 
as a “ High Court” ; indeed the Bill of Rights declared it to be 
part of the Common Law that “ Freedom of speech and debates 
or proceedings in Parliament ought not to be impeached, or 
questioned in any court or place out of Parliament.” Other 
forms of “‘ privilege” are merely “ qualified ” ; they are liable 
to be rebutted on proof of malice. No doubt, both in courts of 
justice and in Parliament, some sort of privilege is necessary for 
members discharging their public duty ; no effective parliamen- 
tary criticism would be possible if members were constantly liable 
to suits for remarks so made. Elderly legal practitioners, perhaps, 
will still remember the case of an Irishwo. an in the “ Eighties ” 
of last century, who used to commence actions in the King’s 
Bench against Mr. BaLrour and other ministers for answers to 
questions in which references were made to her which she con- 
sidered libellous ; her cases, of course, were always disposed of 
by motions to strike out the statement of claim as disclosing no 
cause of action ; and she used to worry the Divisional Court and 
Court of Appeal with constant applications in person for liberty 
toamend and restore them. This sort of nuisance would obviously 
become general if “ privilege’ were withdrawn from speeches 
made in Parliament. At the same time, it is possible that 
“absolute privilege ’’ might be replaced by “ qualified”; w., 
proof of express malice might be allowed to rebut the plea. Stall, 
in view of the fact that juries are inevitably possessed of some 
partisan prepossessions, and cannot always get rid of these at will, 
even this modification would probably lead to more abuses than 
it would check. 


‘ 











The Law of Property Act, 1922. 
IV 


MORTGAGES (continued). 
Wedealt last week with the automatic effect of the Act in convert- 
ing fee simple mortgages and leasehold mortgages by assignment, 
existing on Ist January, 1925, into term mortgages. The scheme 
is similar with regard to mortgages created after that date. 
With regard to mortgages of freeholds it is stated in Schedule II 
as follows : 

3. Mode of mortgaging freeholds.—(1) After the commencement of 
this Act a legal mortgage of an estate in fee simple shall only be capable 
of being effected either by a demise for a term of years absolute, subject 
to a provision for cesser on redemption or by a charge by deed expressed 
to be by way of legal mortgage... . 

(2) Any purported conveyance of an estate in fee simple by way 
of mortgage made after the commencement of this Act shall (to the 
extent of the estate of the mortgagor) operate as a demise of the land 
to the mortgagee for a term of years absolute, without impeachment 
for a but subject to cesser on redemption in manner following, 
namely :— 

(a) A first or only mortgagee shall take a term of three thousand 
years from the date of the mortgage : 

(6) A second or subsequent mortgagee shall take a term (com- 
mencing from the date of the mortgage) one day longer than the 
term* vested in the first or other mortgagee whose security ranks 
immediately before that of such second or subsequent mortgagee : 

And, in this sub-section, any such purported conveyance as aforesaid 
includes an absolute conveyance with a deed of defeasance or any 
other assurance which (but for this sub-section) would operate in 
effect to vest the fee simple in a mortgagee subject to redemption, 

It will thus be seen, that, apart from a charge by way of legal 
mortgage, which we deal with later, the mortgagor of a fee 
simple estate must create a term in it, but the length of the term 
is left te his choice; probably the 3,000 years term will be 
adopted in practice; and if he adheres to the existing 
method, the law will impose the new system upon him and his 
mortgagee, and automatic conversion into a 3,000 years term 
mortgage takes place just as with existing mortgages. The 
mode of mortgaging leaseholds follows the same lines, and it 
is unnecessary to set out s. 4 of Schedule II in which it is 
stated. The mortgagee can select the length of his sub-term, 
provided it is at least one day less than the leasehold term ; and, 
apart from the statute, this is of course necessary in order to 
make it a sub-term. But if the mortgage purports to be by way 
of assignment, then there is automatic conversion again, and 
the mortgagee or successive mortgagees take sub-terms in the 
manner provided with regard te existing mortgages. The scheme 
is artificial, but it has been well thought out, and is quite clearly 
presented in the Schedule. There will be a little ingenuity 
required in applying it to existing mortgages, and to future 
mortgages made in the existing style. But when this initial 
trouble has been surmounted, and when-everyone has become 
accustomed to term mortgages, the scheme will, we imagine, 
be quite workable. Opinions may differ whether for freehold 
mortgages it will ever be as simple as the present conveyancing 
practice. Probably not, and it will always have the appearance 
of being artificial. But, we gather, it is introduced, not primarily 
with a view to simplicity, but for the specific reason we stated 
last week; namely, in order that the legal estate in fee simple 
shall remain in the mortgagor. 

Such being the general scheme for creating mortgages of 
freehold and leasehold land, the particular points which require 
consideration are:—The alternative mode of a “Charge by 
way of legal mortgage” ; The realisation of mortgages; Tacking 
and further advances. 

Charge by way of Legal Mortgage. —This conception is a novelty 
in the Bill as introduced this year. There is no difference of 
opinion as to the real nature of a mortgage. It is not beneficial 
ownership of the land, but merely a security for money, and bene- 
ficial ownership only arises under it when it is realised by foreclosure 
or sale. But opinions differ as to the mode in which effect showd 
be given to the security. The traditional mode is to vest an 
actual estate in the mortgagee and by virtue of this he realises 
* [Apparently (6) should read— the residue of the term then vested,” &c.] 
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his security. He goes into possession as legal owner; in fore- 
closure he relies on his legal estate and all he has to do is to get 
the court to extinguish the equity of redemption, though this 
is regarded as vesting in him a new title: Heath v. Pugh (7 App. 
_ Cas. 235) ; on a sale again, he conveys his legal estate and thereby 
extinguishes the equity of redemption. The alternative mode 
is to treat the mortgagee as having no estate in the land, but 
merely a security upon it, and to give him, as incident to his 
security, certain powers of realising the land. This is the method 
of the Land Transfer Acts. The registered proprietor of the 
land creates a security by charging the land; and the registered 
proprietor of the charge has by statute a power of entry, and 
the right of foreclosure or sale. As between the two modes, 
simplicity lies with the latter, but it has been looked on with 
suspicion because the mortgagee does not get the legal estate. 
Now the object of getting the legal estate is, first, to safeguard 
the mortgagee’s priority over subsequent mortgagees. But 
in the case of registered charges this is not wanted. They rank 
according to the order in which they are entered on the register 
(Land Transfer Act, 1875, s. 28), and this order is not disturbed 
by the possession of the legal estate. And secondly, the object 
is to confer on the mortgagee the rights of a legal owner as regards 
recovery of possession and (possibly) the granting of leases. 
But it is very doubtful whether the legal estate is really required 
by the mortgagee for these purposes. The matter is fully 
considered in 2 Key & Elphinstone’s Precedents, 10th ed., 
Vol. 2, pp. 302-4. Substantially the mortgagee is sufficiently 
protected by a mere registered charge, and the practice of adding 
to the charge a conveyance of the legal estate is only a con- 
veyancer’s precaution. 

The scheme of mortgages contained in the Act which we have 
outlined above is merely a variation of the existing system in 
the case of unregistered land. The mortgagee takes a legal 
estate, but owing to the creation of terms, not only the first 
mortgagee, but the mortgagor and all subsequent mortgagees 
have legal estates. As we have pointed out, it is a variation 
made for a specific purpose, as a matter of machinery, and not 
with a view to simplification. And this dependence on the legal 
estate prevents its being in any sense an approach to the 
mere charge which is, in principle, the proper form of security 
and which is made possible by registration of title. But the 
Act introduces a new form of mortgage which primd facie looks 
as if it was to be the equivalent off the register of a registered 
charge of registered land. Thus s. 3 (1) of the Second Schedule, 
which in part we have quoted above, provides that after the 
commencement of the Act a mortgage may, as an alternative 
method, be made :— 

** By a charge by deed expressed to be by way of legal mortgage, 
in which case the mortgagee shall have the same protection, powers, 
and remedies (including the right to take proceedings to obtain 
possession from the occupiers and the persons in receipt of rentsand 
profits or any of them) as if a mortgage term for three thousand years 
without impeachment of waste had been thereby created in favour of 
the mortgagee.” 

Similar provision is made by s. 4 (1) with regard to leaseholds, 
and by ss. 1 (6) and 2 (7), a mortgage of freeholds or a mortgage 
of leaseholds by assignment, existing on Ist January, 1925, 
which under the Act is automatically converted into a term mort- 
gage, can by declaration made in writing by the mortgagee, be 
converted from a mortgage into a charge by way of legal mortgage 
in which case the mortgage term will be extinguished in the 
inheritance, but the mortgagee will retain the rights mentioned 
in the last quotation “as if the mortgage term had remained 
subsisting.”” We said recently (ane, p. 626) that this “ charge 
by way of legal mortgage ” was simply shorthand for a mortgage 
by demise and implied all the artificiality of that system, but 
this was contradicted by a learned correspondent (ande, p. 647). 
But for practical purposes it seems to be the same thing whether 
& mortgage term is actually created, or whether, without such 
actual creation, the mortgagee has “ the same protection, powers, 
and remedies ” as if a termhadbeencreated. There is a tendency 
to treat an estate in the land as though it had some value in 





ee 


itself, but, of course, its only value is in the rights which it 
confers. The estate is merely legal currency in the form— 
not of valuable metal—but of a token, and when the statute says 
that a mortgagee who has not the token—the term of years— 
shall be treated as if he had the token, it becomes immaterial 
whether the token is issued or not. One thing is clear, that the 
Act gives'to the chargee by way of legal mortgage certain rights 
which can only be ascertained by assuming that he has the token, 
and for legal purposes this is the same as if the token had been 
issued—that is as if a term were vested in him. The possibility 
that the term is in fact kept alive in equity on the analogy of 
Walsh v. Lonsdale (21 Ch. D. 9) must also be considered. The 
scheme may be described as a new form of legislation by reference, 
A form of charge by way of legal mortgage is given in the Ninth 
Schedule (Form 9), and it does not appear to be shorter than 
a mortgage by demise would be. At present—though we do 
not pretend to give any final opinion—we do not see what 
advantage it has over a mortgage by demise; and it has the 
disadvantage that it does not directly give the required powers; 
it only gives them on the assumption that it is a mortgage by 
demise. But doubtless its supposed advantages will be made 
clear. 

How far it is practicable, under a system of private convey- 
ancing, to dispense altogether with the legal estate in a mortgagee 
and to rely on a mere charge depends on two points, the abolition 
of the prevalence given in English law to the legal estate, and 
the preservation of strict priority for mortgages in order of 
time, subject only to the liberty of making further advances 
before notice of a subsequent mortgage. These are questions 
which we can discuss when dealing with the provisions of the 
Second Schedule with respect to tacking. 


(To be continued). 








The Asylum Reform Report. 


The Departmental Committee set up by the Ministry of 
Health to investigate the charges made against the administration 
of public mental hospitals by Dr. Lomax in his book ‘ The 
Experiences of an Asylum Doctor,’”’ which we noticed last Feb- 
ruary (ante, pp. 278, 294) has now made its report. It will be 
within the recollection of our readers that Dr. Lomax considered 
a Departmental Committee an unsuitable body to investigate 
charges made against bodies subject to departmental control ; 
he asked for a Commission on which laymen and private persons 
were represented. Experience shows that Departmental Com- 
mittees, appointed to investigate a charge involving a Ministry 
in some discredit, are very apt to assume the attitude that any 
such charge resembles an indictment for crime, in which the 
accused must be given the benefit of all possible doubts, and 
in which any allegation made must be proved up to the hilt 
by those making it by evidence of the strictest legal type. In 
the case of public institutions, of course, this procedure is not 
really suitable or fair. In an army, navy, prison, or lunatic 
asylum, the only possible witnesses are either the alleged 
oppressed class, whose position of subordination to control and 
discipline in practice intimidates them into silence, or the 
official class whose natural instincts of self-defence render it 
unlikely that they will assent to the adduction of evidence against 
themselves. Persons who do give evidence unfavourable to 
officialdom are at once marked down as “ cranks ”’ or “‘ persons 
with a grievance,’”’ and everything to their discredit is in- 
dustriously raked up against them so as to throw doubts on the 
value of their testimony. The result is that no legal proof of 
the allegations made is forthcoming, and the Committee usually 
issues a report saying that “the allegations have been completely 
disproved.’ In the services concerned such reports are commonly 
known as ‘‘ whitewash ”’ and carry no moral weight. 

The proper procedure in all such cases, surely, is to recognise 
the obvious fact that the legal rules as to burden of proof, 
quite fair as between the all-powerful Sovereign State and 4 
humble prisoner, are the reverse of fair as between a hapless 
subject making charges and great public bodies with all the 
prestige and power of official authority on their side. The 
accuser is not in a position to get witnesses and prove his case ; 
the accused, on the other hand, provided they take a little 
trouble, can always find the necessary evidence to show that 
a false charge cannot be true. The burden of proof should, 
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therefore, rest on them. Once a charge has been made by a 
disinterested person of standing—such as, in the present case, 
Dr. Lomax— it should be presumed to be primdé facie true until 
itis either expressly refuted by positive testimony or explained 
away. If this cannot be done in any considerable number of 
cases, the reasonable inference is that the charges are in fact 
true. 
If we apply this principle of interpretation to the report of 
the Lomax Committee, it will become apparent at once that 
Dr. Lomax is completely justified. The Committee, indeed, 
say that the allegations (with some exceptions) are ‘‘ exaggerated”’ 
and ‘‘ based only on hearsay evidence,”’ or ‘‘ unjustified by facts ”’ 
or (in one of his cases) ‘‘ untrue.’’ But, when we look at their 
gounds for arriving at this result, we find them saying that 
“there was nothing to show that ’”’ such and such an allegation 
was correct; or that ‘‘ no evidence of it’’ was placed before 
them. This, of course, generally, if not quite always, is equivalent 
in reality to an admission that the Asylum did not succeed in 

roving the allegation: it was not proved, but neither was 
it disproved. In all the circumstances of the case, it is sub- 
mitted, failure to disprove allegations of this kind creates a 
very strong ground for believing them substantially true. Of 
course, one cannot carry such a principle too far: there may be 
cases in which it would be unjust to impose the burden of dis- 
proof on the Asylum Committee; but, in most cases, no sub- 
stantial injustice would be done by imposing it. Judged in 
this light, the Report of the Committee really amounts to general 
— of the Lomax attack, rather than a refutation 
of it. 

This view is strengthened by two considerations appearing in 
the Report itself. Here and there the}Departmental Committee 
did not remain content with failure to find ‘‘ proof ’”’ by ‘‘ legal 
evidence ”’ of the charges : they took steps to investigate the facts 
for themselves. The way they did this, and the conclusions they 
draw, are highly instructive. Dr. Lomax had stated that patients, 
in some cases, were kept drugged, and that croton oil is given 
them as a purgative by way of punishment. Of course, he did 
not suggest that all patients are so treated ; he merely said that 
it was a recognized and regular mode of dealing with a certain 
type of patient whose habits are repuisive. The Committee 
accordingly asked for a return of the use of “‘ sedative ’’ drugs 
and of “ croton oil ”’ in the establishment to which Dr. Lomax 
referred, during one specified week in 1921,and another specified 
week in 1922. They found that during one of those periods 
fifty-five patients out of 774 in one particular class of inmates, 
received sedatives. Dividing fifty-five by eight (there were eight 
days in the weekly period chosen), they found that seven doses 
were administered each day. They then divide 774 by seven, and 
conclude that only one patient in every 111 received a sedative 
each day. But surely the figures are also prim facie capable 
ofan exactly opposite interpretation, namely, that a few refractory 
patients received all the ‘“‘ doses.” If so, the return is quite 
consistent with Dr. Lomax’s charge. In fact, the return, by itself, 
is quite valueless. To find out whether it supports or negatives 
Dr. Lomax, it is surely necessary to investigate the circumstances 
of each case in which one of the fifty-five doses was administered, 
ascertaining how often a particular patient was dosed, and whether 
it was really necessary. In the absence of such investigation, 
the statistical result—which the Committee characteristically 
regard as a complete disproval of Dr. Lomax—is obviously quite 
worthless. It reminds one of the famous regiment in the Crimean 
War whose colonel said that half the teetotallers in the battalion 
had died, and half had been invalided out of the service. This 
seemed damning evidence of the evils of total abstinence—until 
Investigation showed that there had been only two teetotallers 
in the regiment, one of whom was killed and one crippled in 
action ! 

_ The second consideration which goes to support Dr. Lomax 
is that even the Departmental Committee, remaining like Balaam 
to bless, feel constrained to admit that many sources of mischief 
have been disclosed by the investigation, and make no fewer 
than eleven recommendations for the improvement of the existing 
system of Asylum Control. Most of these obviously support 
the contentions of Dr. Lomax that Asylums require much more 
careful supervision. Summarized briefly, they are as follows :— 

(1) Mental Asylums should be limited to one thousand 
patients. 

(2) Patients should be classified according to home conditions 
and surroundings. 

(3) Superintendents should be qualified medical men. 

(4) The number of Assistant Medical Officers should be 
increased, and they should be given periods of leave for the 
purpose of pursuing the ove | of mental pathology. 

(5) That a distinction should be made between the ‘‘ nursing”’ 
and the ‘“‘ social ”’ tasks of the Nursing Service. ; 

(6) Diets should be improved in the direction of greater 
variety. 












(7) Occupation officers should be appointed to arrange suitable 
employment for each patient in the Asylum. 

(8) After-care work should be better organized. 

(9) Co-ordination of Higher Research work 
attempted. 

(10) Visiting Committees should be strengthened by the 
addition of non-official persons with facilities for visiting the 
mental hospitals for inspection. 

(11) The Board of Control should be given additional 
assistance so as to secure adequate supervision. 

Many of these recommendations seem directed to bureaucratic 
or academic ends rather than the protection of patients against 
the possible dangers of ill-treatment; but as the Committee 
considered these dangers either ‘‘ disproved” or ‘‘ grossly 
exaggerated,’’ one could scarcely expect them to make any 
detailed suggestions for guarding against such possibilities. On 
the whole, the Report will not give much assistance to those 
who are anxiously desirous of ascertaining how far Dr, Lomax was 
correct in his account. 
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Res Judicate. 


Notice of Non-Repair. 
(Murphy v. Hurly, 1922, 1 A.C. 369, H.L. (Ir.).) 


It is a familiar rule of the law of landlord and tenant that, 
where a landlord has contracted to keep the premises in repair, 
the tenant cannot take proceedings to recover damages for breach 
of this covenant unless and until he has given the landlord notice 
of the want of repair: Hugall v. McLean (1885, 53 L.T. 94). 
This requirement arises out of the situation in which the parties 
respectively stand with relation to the premises ; the tenant is-in 
possession and knows the state of repairs ; the landlord is out of 
possession and cannot be presumed to have such knowledge. It 
follows, in strict logic, that where the tenant has no such advan- 
tage over the landlord, who is in an equal position to know the 
state of the premises, no such notice to the landlord by the tenant 
is a condition precedent to an action by the tenant for damages. 
So the House of Lords, overruling the Irish Court of Appeal, has 
recently heldin Murphy v. Hurly (supra). In this case the premises 
were holdings situated near the sea coast of County Kerry, 
Ireland. There was a sea wall bounding the premises, which the 
landlord had erected during the currency of the tenancy for the 
protection of the holdings from incursions of the sea, and which 
he employed a local agent to look after. The tenant was a 
judicial tenant under the Irish Land Acts, and in 1916 his rents 
were revised by the Chief Commissioner of the Land Court, 
being increased on condition that the landlord should continue to 
repair the sea wall, as he had hitherto done. Thus the obligation 
to repair the wall became one of the landlord’s duties by order of 
the Court, although the effect of the order was to make it a 
condition of the tenancy. In such circumstances, of course, the 
landlord is obviously—through his local agent, who managed the 
sea walls—in as good, or indeed in a better position than 
the tenant to know the condition of the wall and whether or not 
repairs are needed, so that the basis of the ordinary rule requiring 
notice no longer exists. Incidentally, the House of Lords held 
that the acceptance of the enhanced rent, expressly made subject 
to the condition as to repair, created an express obligation on the 

art of the landlord to be bound by that condition, even if the 
mposition of such a condition as an order of the Court were in 
fact ultra vires of the Chief Commiissioner. In such a case, 
objection to jurisdiction to make the order must be taken to 
have been waived. 





Remedy by Account where Action Statute-barred. 
(Gopala Chetty v. Vijayaraghavachariar, 1922, 1 A.C. 488, J.C.) 


In the course of this Indian appeal a point of general import- 
ance was decided by the Judicial Committee. A partnership had 
been dissolved without any account beingtaken. After the expiry 
of the statutory period of limitation one of the partners took 
proceedings against the other to obtain his share of an asset 
belonging to the partnership, but received after the dissolution of 
the partnership and retained by the other partner for his exclusive 
benefit. The Indian Courts held that the action would lie, on 
the authority of Knox v. Gye (L.R. 5 H.L. 656), which they 
interpreted as having decided that, where a partner receives assets 
after the dissolution of the partnership, a fresh cause of action 
arises to the other partner. As a matter of fact, in that case, the 
House of Lords had held that there was no partnership, and that 
therefore the equitable relief due to a partner did not arise, and 
that the suit was statute-barred at common law; they therefore 
dismissed it. But, incidentally, observations were made in the 
judgments which suggested that, if there had been a partnership, 
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an action for an account would have lain in ogmy notwithstanding 
that common law proceedings were statute-barred. The Indian 
Courts treated these obiter as binding on them, but the Judicial 
Committee has now definitely held that the obiter in question, 
if interpreted as having the meaning just stated, must be regarded 
as erroneous. A partner’s remedy against his fellow-partner is 
by way of account, and if an action for account is barred by the 
Statute of Limitations, then no equitable proceedings can be 
taken to recover the asset. 








Reviews. 


International Law. 


Tur INTERNATIONAL Law Assocration (Founded 1873). Report of the 
Thirtieth Conference held at The Palace of Peace, The Hague, Holland, 
30th August-3rd September, 1921. In Two Volumes. Vol. II, Proceed- 
ings of the Maritime Law Committee. Sweet & Maxwell, Ltd. £2 10s. net. 
Not the least interesting feature of last year’s Conference of the Interna- 

tional Law Association was the resolution proposed by Mr. Hollis Bailey, 

who represented the National Conference of Commissioners on Uniform 

State Laws, as follows (Rep. Vol. I, p. 483) : ‘‘ Resolved that in the opinion 

of the Association it is desirable that there should be prepared, approved 

and published, a Code of Public International Law, and that the matter of 
preparing such Code for submission to the Association be referred to the 

Executive Committee with full powers to appoint Committees and do what 

is necessary and proper in the premises.” 

The resolution, although not carried— the discussion on it was closed 
for want of time—found several supporters, and Dr. Arthur Kuhn, of New 
York, quoted Lord Bryce as having said at a meeting in Massachusetts, 
a short time before, that in his opinion the formation in the form of a 
tentative Code of Internationa] Law was one of the most necessary means 
for the satisfactory working of the Permanent Court of Justice, Possibly 
the project for such a Code is premature. Public International Law is in 
the making, and it may be that more is to be gained by waiting for and watch- 
ing its gradual development than by formulating principles which have not 
stood the test of actual judicial pronouncement. At any rate, forthe present, 
the Association has not resolved to undertake this work. 

But the work it is doing in the discussions of matters of international legal 
concern is abundantly shewn by the Report of last year’s meeting. Of 
course, there is much happening at the present time to bring nations together. 
For one thing they are all companions in misfortune, and it is generally 
recognized that they can only recover prosperity by united action. But 
apart from the pressure of current events, the solidarity of interest which is 
witnessed by the discussions in the legal field of the International Law 
Association, and in a wider field of the Council and Assembly of the League 
of Nations is a potent influence in producing inter-State harmony. Of the 
many matters of interest which the Report contains and which will be useful 
for future reference, mention may be made of Mr. Charles B. Elliott’s paper 
on ‘* The Monroe Exception in the League of Nations Covenant’; that of 
Mr. William Latey, on ‘‘ The World Court of Justice’; of Sir Graham 
Bower, on “‘Combatants and Non-Combatants’’; of Master E. A. Jelf, on 
** International Lawyers and the Laws of Naval War’’; of Dr. Alfred 
Sieveking (Hamburg), on ‘“‘ Continuous Voyages ”’; and of Mr. Wyndham 
A. Bewes, on ‘‘ Contractual Capacity.’ Lord Justice Younger is so well 
known for his work in connection with prisoners of war that special interest 
attaches to his address in introducing the Draft Regulations for the Treat- 
ment of Combatant Prisoners of War, which had been prepared in pursuance 
of a resolution of the previous year’s Conference at Portsmouth—regulations 
which, as he pointed out, while taking account of the circumstances of war, 
took full account also “ of the honour due to a prisoner of war who, having 
done his duty as he sees it to his own country, finds himself in enemy hands.” 

It is a little singular to find in this volume and also in current discussion 
so much talk of war and the preparation for war at a time when the minds 
of all men are naturally averse to contemplating any repetition of the 
fratricidal struggle which has devastated Europe. But this reflection need 
not be pursued here. In the forthcoming meeting of the Association at 
Buenos Ayres, it may be that the discussions will be concerned more with 
matters which contemplate the peaceful association of nations. In any 
case it may be hoped that the tendency of opinion will be, as Sir Graham 
Bower suggests, to abandon the recent doctrine of the warfare of whole 
peoples, and confine military operations to the combatants. 








Books of the Week. 


Public Health.—The Public Health Acts, annotated, with appendices, 
containing the Various Incorporated Statutes and Orders of the Local 
Government Board, etc.—Ist Edition, Public Health Act, 1875, by W.G. 
Lumuey, LL.M., Q.C., and Epmunp Lumuey, B.A., Barristers-at-Law. 
9th Edition, in 2 Vols. By ALtexanpeR Macmorran, M.A., and Josuva 
ScHOLEFIELD, Two of His Majesty’s Counsel. Vol.1. Butterworth &Co., 
Shaw & Sons, Ltd. Thick paper edition, 75s. net per vol. Thin paper 
edition, 80s. net per vol. 


Digest.—Mews’ Digest of English Case Law. Quarterly Issue, July, 
1922. Cases Reported from Ist January to Ist July, 1922. By J. AuBrEey 


J. Spencer, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons, Ltd. Sweet & Maxwell, 
Ltd. Ann, sub., 23s, 6d. post free. 





Correspondence. 


Articled Clerks and Law Schools. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 
Sir,—In your interesting remarks in this week’s Soxicrrors’ Jouryas, 
on the new Solicitors Bill you do not say if the clause enforcing attendance 
at a Law School applies to clerks already serving under articles. Many, 
when they entered into articles, must have done so without any idea that 
they would be called upon to bear the extra cost of such attendance. If, 
therefore, the effect of the Bill would be to force attendance on clerks 
already articled, I think that ordinary ideas of justice suggest an alteration 
so as to exempt all serving under articles when the Bill passes into law. 
15th July. ** ARTICLED CLERK.” 


[No alteration is required. The clause only applies to clerks articled after 
the passing of the Act.—Eb, S.J.] 








CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
House of Lords. 


SPENCER v. HEMMERDE, 28th July. 


LimiratTions, Statute. or—Simpete Contract Dest—Loan—Acknoyw- 
LEDGMENT—‘* No PROSPECT OF BEING ABLE TO PAY CAPITAL AT PRESENT” 
—UNCONDITIONAL PROMISE. 


In an action in which the defendant pleaded the Statute of Limitations, 
it was held that in the defendant’s letters in which he used the expression, 
“ It is not that I do not want to pay you, but that I cannot do so,” there was 
a@ sufficient acknowledgment to prevent the statute from taking effect. 


The House allowed this appeal from a decision of the Court of Appeal 
(65 Sou. J., 662), reversing a judgment of Bailhache, J. The appellant, 
as trustee and assignee of a deed of arrangement made by Joseph Benson, 
claimed £1,720 13s. 5d. for money lent by Benson to the respondent in 1910, 
with interest thereon. The respondent pleaded the Statute of Limitations. 
In March, 1910, Benson lent to the respondent sums amounting in the 
aggregate to £1,000 for two months, at 7 per cent. interest and since that 
date he had never received anything for principal or interest. After 
various demands for payment by Benson, the respondent wrote on 7th 
November, 1915, a letter to Benson, in which he said “It is not that I 
won’t pay you, but that I can’t do so... What I wrote was not that 
[ saw no prospect at present of being able to repay the capital, but that 
I saw no prospect of being able to pay the capital at present.” Tho writ 
in the action was issued on 22nd June, 1920. Bailhache, J., gave judgment 
for the appellant for the amount claimed. The Court of Appeal, bys 
majority, Scrutton, L.J., dissenting, reversed the decision of the learned 
judge on the ground that the letters did not constitute an acknowledgment 
of the debt so as to take it out of the statute. 

Lord CAVE said that the law on the point was not in doubt. The statute, 
21 James 1, c. 16, 8. 3, enacted that all actions’of debt grounded upon any 
lending or contract without specialty should be commenced within six 
years after the cause of action. The Act made no reference to any acknow- 
ledgment, but it had been held in a series of cases that a promise by the 
debtor to pay the debt, if given within six years before action brought, was 
sufficient to create a new contract, so-as to take the case out of the statute, 
the existing debt being a sufficient consideration to support the promise. 
It was also held that a simple acknowledgment of the debt without any 
express promise was sufficient for the purpose, an acknowledgment implying 
a promise to pay. Some of the earlier cases went so far as to decide that 
an acknowledgment was sufficient though coupled with a promise to pay 
at some future time which had not arrived, or upon some condition which 
had not been fulfilled or even with an absolute refusal to pay; but 
this was set right by the decision of the Court of King’s Bench in Tanner 
v. Smart, (6 B. & C. 603), where Lord Tenterden said : “ Upon a general 
acknowledgment, where nothing is said to prevent it, a general promise 
to pay ought to be implied ; but where the party guards his acknowledgment 
and acconrpanies it with an express declaration to prevent any such implica- 
tion, why does not the rule expressum facit cessare tacitum apply ?” No 
doubt tbe doctrine so established was originally judge-made law, but it 
had stood unchallenged for neerly a century, and indeed had received 
statutory recognition in Lord Tenterden’s Act. That being the law, it 
was on the interpretation of the respondent’s letter of 7th November that 
the decision must turn. What then did the letter mean? And first did 
it contain an acknowledgment of the debt? He thought it did. The 
expression “It is not that I won’t pay you” appeared to mean that the 
writer did not refuse to pay his debt, but on the contrary admitted the 
debt and held himself bound to pay it, and this interpretation was supported 
by the subsequent repudiation of any suggestion that he had professed to 
see no prospect of paying the capital and by the reference to getting out 
of debt. The woul might not amount to an express promise to pay 
principal and interest due; but at least they contained an admission of 
liability and a profession of the writer’s willingness to discharge it, which 
unless qualified by other expressions in the letter, carried with it a promise 
to pay. Then were the words “I can’t do so,” and the statement that 


the writer saw no prospect of being able to pay the capital at present, 
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jneonsistent with a promise to pay that they negatived the implication 
g@fsuch a promise ? He did not think they were. There was no promise 
fo pay on a future date or on the fulfilment of a condition, and still less 
was there a refusal to pay at all. There was only a profession of present 
jnability to carry out the promise which was implied. It was urged that 
when @ man coupled acknowledgment of a debt with a statement that he 
gould not pay, it was difficult to read into his acknowledgment a promise 
that he would pay, and no doubt there was force in that observation which 
to have commended itself to the Court of Appeal both in this 
qe and in Fettes v. Robertson, (65 Sou. J., p. 433). But the two things 
did not appear to be really inconsistent. A debtor might well say at one 
and the same time, “I admit my obligation and promise to discharge it,” 
and “I do not discharge it now because I have not the money to do so.” 
The important thing was that the present obligation to pay was admitted, 
and the original promise to pay was renewed and affirmed without con- 
dition or qualification, and if that were done there was a new promise to 
y on which an action might be founded. He did not doubt that in the 
nt case the respondent intended his letter to be read in that sense, 
nor that Mr. Benson so understood it and, upon the faith of the letter 
go understood, delayed proceedings ; and if so the respondent must be held 
to his promise. In his opinion there was a sufficient acknowledgment 
to prevent the statute from having effect. Upon the whole he thought that 
the appeal should be allowed and that the judgment of Bailhache, J., 
should be restored with costs here and below, and he moved their lordships 
accordingly. 
lord Atkinson, Lord Sumner, Lord Wrenpury and Lord Carson, 
gave judgment to the same effect. CounseL: Schiller, K.C., and R. Harker ; 
Merriman, K.C., and Sir Albion Richardson. Soxicrrors: Wordsworth, 
Porter & Shaw ; Guedalla, Jacobson & Spyer. 


[Reported by 8. BE. WILLIAMS, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Court of Appeal. 


SMALLBONE v. FAWCETT, PRESTON & CO. No. 1. 

Workmen’s CoMPENSATION—ACCIDENT—INFANT WorkKMAN—TOTAL IN" 
CAPACITY—COMPENSATION—AWARD INCREASED BY WaR ADDITION— 
WeEKLY PAYMENT GREATER THAN WAGES PREVIOUSLY EARNED— 
WorkMeEn’s Compensation Act, 1906 (6 Edw. 7, c. 58), Sched. 1, para. 1, 
proviso (6), para. 16—WoRrKMEN’s COMPENSATION (WAR ADDITION) 
Acts, 1917 (7 & 8 Geo. 5, c. 42), s. 1, 1919 (9 & 10 Geo. 5, c. 83), s. 1. 


_ Schedule 1, para. 1, proviso (6), of the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906, 
provides that the weekly payment during total incapacity of a workman who 
was a minor at the date of the injury, and whose average weekly earnings were 
less than twenty shillings, shall be one hundred per cent. of the average weekly 
earnings, “‘but the weekly payment shall in no case exceed ten shillings.”’ 
In construing this proviso, the effect of the Workmen’s Compensation (War 
Addition) Acts of 1917 and 1919, which add seventy-five per cent. to the weekly 
payments, must be ignored—even where a workman earning 11s. 10d. a week, 
and 80 entitled to an award of 10s., by the war addition of 7s. 6d., becomes 
entitled to 178. 6d. a week, a greater sum than he earned before the injury. 


10th July, 


Appeal from a decision of the judge at Liverpool County Court, sitting 
ssarbitrator under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906. The applicant, 
in January, 1922, being then a minor earning 11s. 10d. a week, was injured 
in the service of the respondents. Upon a claim for compensation it was 
sdmitted that he was totally incapacitated, and that by the Workmen’s 
Compensation Act, 1906 (as set out in the headnote), he was entitled to 
4n award of 10s. a week. The respondents, however, contended that as 
the Workmen’s Compensation (War Addition) Acts of 1917 and 1919 
sutomatically increased that amount by 75 per cent., to 17s. 6d., the effect 
Would be that the applicant would be getting more compensation than he 
tamed, and they submitted that even if entitled to more than 10s. he 
ought not to have more than Lls. 10d. The county court judge awarded 
és. 9d. per week, which, with the additional 75 per cent., would amount to 
lls. 10d. The applicant appealed. The court allowed the appeal. 

Lord STERNDALE, M.R., said that by s. 1, s-s. (2) of the Act of 1917, 
Rotwithstanding that a weekly payment was redeemed subsequently to 
the passing of the Act, the war addition still had to be paid. It seemed, 

fore, that what had first to be ascertained was the payment under 
the Act of 1906, and then the war addition came in as something quite 

ct. It seemed clear that where a statute was said to be additional, 
® payment under it which was said to be an additional payment should 
not be taken into account in arriving at the weekly payment to which it 
Wastobeadded. It might be an extraordinary result that this boy, who was 
earning 11s. 10d. a week, should now get 17s. 6d., but he (the Master of 
the Rolls) thought the judge should have looked at the compensation to 

‘warded as if the war addition amending Acts had never been passed. 

&ppeal must be allowed, and an award made under the proviso (6) of 
10s. a week, on top of which would come the war addition of 7s. 6d. 

Scrurton, L.J., and Youncer, L.J., delivered judgment to the same 

-—CounseEL : Lias for the appellant ; Crosthwaite for the respondents. 
ATORS: Altenboroughs, for R. Barrow-Sicree, Liverpool; Rawle, 











me & Co., for Laces & Co., Liverpool. 
(Reported by G. T. WHITFIELD-Hayzs, Barrister-at-Law.] 








In re TAYLOR: TAYLOR v. TWEEDIE. 
No.1. 16th June, 25th July. 
Wu.t—Construction— Monty ’—Guirr or ‘‘Monry I HAVE AND AM 

ENTITLED TO NOW AND AT ANY FUTURE TIME ”’—PRINTED FORM FILLED 

up BY TesTatRrIx—Property EXpreEssiBLE In TERMS OF CURRENCY. 

A testatrix by her will made by her by filling up a printed form without 
legal advice, after certain specific bequests, gave ‘‘all the money I have and 
am entitled to and at any future time” to certain persons. There was no 
express residuary gift in the will. 

Held, that by ‘‘ money” the testatrix intended to include all investments, 
securities and other property expressible in terms of currency, which passed 
under the gift, but not all other residuary personal estate. 

Decision of Peterson J. (1922, 1 Ch. 569) varied. 





Appeal by legatees from a decision of Peterson, J., reported 1922, 1 Ch. 

569, upon the construction of a will made by the testatrix herself on a 
sixpenny printed form without professional assistance. The will was 
as follows: ‘ This is the last will and testament of me, Jessie Alison Taylor 
of . . . in the county of . . . made this 22nd December, 1909. 
I hereby revoke all wills made by me at any time heretofore. I appoint 
W. F. D. Taylor and R. W. Tweedie to be my executors, and direct that 
all my debts and funeral expenses shall be paid as soon as conveniently 
may be after my decease. I give and bequeath to Mrs. Sandeman, wife 
of Colonel J. E. Sandeman, residing at Richmond, all the furniture left 
to me by my husband now lying in Taylor’s depository, and to her daughter, 
Mrs. Molteno, the plate chest and tae conterts thereof, also at Taylor’s 
Depository. To William F. Duncan Taylor, of 9 Cavendish-road, Blundell- 
sands, I bequeath one-third of the money I have and am entitled to now 
and at any future time. To my four cousins, Winifred, Lilian, Muriel, 
and Eirene Tweedie, daughters of Richard Walter Tweedie, of 45 Linden- 
gardens, W., and to Betty (Elizabeth) Wright, my god-daughter . . 
I bequeath the remaining two-thirds of my money, including the money 
I have now and that which I am entitled to now or at any future time.” 
The executors took out an originating summons to determine whether the 
word ‘“‘money” covered the whole, or any, and if any, what part of the 
testatrix’s estate. The case was twice argued before Peterson, J., and he 
delivered two judgments, holding in the first that the words used did not 
amount to a gift of the general residuary personal estate, and in the second 
that it must be confined to cash in hand or at the bank, debts payable 
presently or at some future date, and such securities for money, including 
War Loan and debenture stock and bonds, as were redeemable at a fixed 
date in the future, but not perpetual debenture stocks or other investments. 
The legatees appealed. Cur. adv. vult. 

The Courr allowed the appeal. 

Lord SteRNDALE, M.R., said that he could not help thinking that this 
was rather a lamentable case. The testatrix died possessed of estate 
of the value of £15,0C0 or £16,CC0, and instead of giving instructions to 
have her will properly drawn up, probably to save a guinea or two, she 
bought a skeleton printed form of will as sold in various places, and filled 
it up herself. The form had ancteon it instructing the purchaser to use clear 
words of which she understood the meaning. She might have used words of 
which she thought she understood the meaning, but natually she had no know- 
ledge of the meaning which various decisions had attached to them when used 
in awill. The result was that the wordg which she had used were so ambig- 
uousthat the executors had been forced to come to the Court for directions, 
and the estate, whatever the result of the litigation, would be diminished by 
a substantial sum representing the costs. His lordship then read the 
will, and said that if he was asked simply his opinion what was the wish 
of the testatrix he would have little difficulty as to the answer. He believed 
that she wished to dispose of all her estate, and not to die intestate as to 
any part. She intended, he thought, to use the word ‘‘ money” in the 
colloquial sense in which it was used in such expressions as ‘* What has 
she done with her money ? Whom has she left her money to ?”’ where 
the expression was meant to apply to all the estate of the deceased. But 
the question which he had to decide was different; it was what was the 
meaning of the words which the testatrix had used, and was he at liberty 
to give to them the meaning that he believed the testatrix wished them to 
bear. As was said by Knight Bruce, L.J.,in Godsden v. Dotterill (5DeG. M. 
and G., 315): The numerous class of persons who in wills and otherwise 
speak as if the office of language were to conceal their thoughts have no 
right to complain of being taken to mean what their language expresses. 
Unfortunately, in the case of wills it is not the testator or testatrix, but 
other persons who have cause for complaint. The authorities had been 
very fully discussed by Peterson, J., and he (his lordship) would not repeat 
the discussion. They established the proposition that the word ‘‘ money ” 
when used in a will, meant money in its strict sense, unless there was & 
context which was sufficient to show that the testatrix used it in @ more 
extended sense. He agreed with Sargant, J., in In re Skillen (1916, 1 Ch. 
518) that a comparatively slight context would enlarge the strict meaning 
of the words, and he also thought that when a will was obviously not 
drawn by a skilled lawyer the words might be looked at less strictly than 
in a case where it was so drawn. In the present case he did not feel justified 
in holding that the meaning of the word ‘“‘ money ”’ was enlarged so as to 
include the residue of the personal estate. The gift of money was not 
residuary in terms—a gift of other money, or the rest of the money—and 
it immediately followed specific gifts of furniture and a plate chest. There 
was other furniture, and there were other plate chests, and the word 
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**money ”’ could not include them. So to hold would be contrary to the 
decision in Lowe v. Thomas (5 De G. M. & G. 315) and it made no difference 
that in the present case the gifts of specific articles preceded the gifts of 
money, whereas in the cases cited they followed it. But there was a con- 
text in the will which, in his opinion, enlarged the meaning of ‘ money ” 
beyond its strict meaning of cash, and that was the words ‘ money I 
have and am entitled to now and at any future time.” In the case of 
cash there was no difference between “have” and “‘ be entitled to.”” The 
question was how far it was to be carried. The learned judge had decided 
that it must include debentures and other investments, by which a right 
to recover the principal was given, even though it could not be enforced 
for a long time—in one case as much as sixty years—but he had excluded 
ali perpetual debenture stock and other investments. He could not agree 
with the learned judge on that point, and he thought that, applying the 
rule which he had mentioned that in such a will as drawn words must be 
taken as used in their popular meaning, “‘ money” should in its context 
be read as including investments, and should be taken to include all the 
securities and investments mentioned in the report of the case in 1922, 
1 Ch. at p. 583. 

Wareincton and Youncer, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the same 
effect.—Counse.: Tomlin, K.C., and Cleveland-Stevens ; Manning, K.C., 
and F, K. Archer; Errington. Souicrrors: A. F. and R. W. Tweedie ; 
Gibson & Weldon, for Elvy, Robb & Berry, Tunbridge Wells. 

[Reported by H. Lanarorp Lewis, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


CRADDOCK BROS., LTD. v. HUNT. 
5th, 6th and 20th July. 
VENDOR AND PurcHASER—PrRocEEDS—MutTvaL Mistake—Parot Evt- 

DENCE—RECTIFICATION OF CONVEYANCE—TRUSTEE OF LEGAL ESTATE 

—JUDICATURE Act, 1873 (36 & 37 Vict., c. 66) s. 24, s-s. 7. 

Since the Judicature Act, 1873, a plaintiff can sue for specific performance 
of a contract with a parol variation, and the court can rectify a deed although 
it conforms strictly to an antecedent written agreement, provided the evidence 
proves a@ common mistake in reducing the agreement to writing and an 
embodiment of that mistake in the subsequent conveyance, 


Oley v. Fisher (1886, 34 Ch. D. 367), followed, 
May v. Platt (1900, 1 Ch. 616) not followed. 


P, O, Lawrence, J, 


This was an action for a declaration that the defendant was a trustee 
of a piece of land for the plaintiffs and was bound to convey the same to 
them. The facts were as follows :—By an indenture dated the 20th of 
March, 1877, a strip of land, called for convenience plot 1, which included 
the piece of land the subject matter of this action, was conveyed to R. 
By an indenture dated the 23rd of December, 1885, an adjoining strip, 
called for convenience plot 2, was also conveyed to R. R built a house on 
plot 1 and fenced off the site of the house from the rest of the plot in the 
rear of the house which together with plot 2 he used as a builder's yard, 
and provided gates opening from the site of the house into the yard. R 
later blocked up the gates and let the whole yard to Q. In 1913 R died, 
and in 1920 his representatives advertised plots 1 and 2 for sale in one lot, 
which was described in the particulars of sale as house with large yard 
adjoining at side and rear, let to Q. The house and yard were put up for 
sale at the auction separately, and the plaintiffs bought the yard. On 
the next day the defendant agreed to buy the house and agreements 
were drawn up, in one of which the piece agreed to be purchased by the 
plaintiffs consisted of only plot 2, but was described as being in the 
occupation of Q. In the other agreement the piece agreed to be purchased 
by the defendant consisted of the whole of plot 1. The mistake arose because 
the vendors’ solicitors concluded erroneously that the whole of plot 1 was 
occupied with and as part of the house, and that the yard was limited 
to plot 2. Theconveyancescontainedsimilarerrors, On the facts, the judge 
found that there was no doubt in the minds of the vendors or the purchasers 
as to what they really intended to sell and buy, and that the defendant 
intended to buy the house and no part of the yard, and was well aware 
that the whole of the yard had already been sold to the plaintiffs. When 
the plaintiffs discovered their error, they applied to the defendant to convey 
to them the part of the yard which had been erroneously conveyed to 
him and he refused. They then commenced this action. 

P.O. LAWRENCE, J., after stating the facts, said :—I am of opinion, though 
with hesitation, that upon the true construction of the agreement with the 
plaintiffs the whole of the yard was agreed to be sold because the governing 
description was contained in the reference to the occupation of Q, and I 
hold that on the authority of Leuty v. Hillas (1858, 2 De G. & J. 110), 
the part of the yard in dispute which did not pass under the plaintiffs’ 
conveyance, but passed tothe defendant under the conveyance to him of 
plot 1, was held by him as trustee for the plaintiffs. But assuming that 
that construction of the agreement is wrong and that the agreement com- 
prised only plot 2, the plaintiffs are in my judgment entitled to have the 
conveyance rectified so as to carry out the real bargain. After examining 
the authorities, I follow Olley v. Fisher (supra), but do not follow May v. Platt 
(supra). I consider that the weight of authority is in favour of the pro- 
position that since the Judicature Act, 1873, a plaintiff can sue for specific 
performance of a contract with a parol variation, and I hold that the court 
can rectify a deed although it conforms strictly to an antecedent written 








et 


agreement, provided the evidence prove that there has been a common 
mistake in reducing the antecedent agreement into writing, which mistake 
has been embodied in the deed. I agree with the statement of Neville, J, 
in Thompson v. Hickman (1907, 1 Ch. 550), at p. 562, where he says: “to 
grant relief where the error had crept into one document and refuse it where 
it is embodied in two is inconsistent with equitable principles, for equit 
regards the substance rather than the form of a transaction.” I hold that 
I have jurisdiction to rectify the plaintiffs’ conveyance whether the ante. 
cedent written agreement does or does not include the part of the yard 
in dispute. I accordingly make an order directing the defendant to convey 
the same to the plainciffs.—CounseL: Jenkins, K.C., and F. K. Archer; 
Ward Coldridge, K.C., and Mossop. Soxicrrors: Rawle, Johnstone & Co, 
for Fowler, Langley & Wright, Wolverhampton; Wainwright & Co., for 
E. L. Feihusch, Wolverhampton. 


[Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—King’s Bench Division, 


ARLIDGE v. TOTTENHAM URBAN DISTRICT COUNCIL. 
Div, Ct, 3rd July. 


Loca GovernmMeNtT—‘‘ House SUITABLE FOR OCCUPATION BY PERSONS 
or THE WorKING Cuasses ’’—‘“* Frt ron Human HaBiraTion ’’—Repaies 
REQUIRED BY Loca, AuTHORITY—ExeEcuTION oF Repairs By Loca, 
AvuTHoRITY ON NON-COMPLIANCE BY OwnER—LiABU.ITY—Hovusme 
or THE WorkiNG CLasses Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vict., c. 70), ss. 11, 76— 
Hovsine, Town PLiannina, &c., Act, 1909 (9 Edw. 7, c. 44) ss. 14, 16— 
Hovsine, Town PLanninea, &. Act, 1919 (9 & 10 Geo. 5, c. 35), ss, 28, 
39, 40. 

By 8. 28 of the Housing, Toun Planning, &c., Act, 1919, a local authority 
is empowered to require the owner of a house ‘‘suitable for occupation by 
persons of the working classes”’ to put it in such a state as te be fit for the 
occupation of persons of the working classes, and, if he fails to do so, to repair 
it themselves and recover from him the cost occasioned thereby. There is no 
limitation as tc the rental value of a house in s. 28, and the limitations as to 
rent, imposed by s,s. 14 and 15 of the Housing, Town Planning, &c., Ad, 
1909, which sections relate to contracts for letting a house or part of a house for 
habitation, cannot be imported into the former section. 


This was an appeal from a decision of the Tottenham Justices who stated 
a case for the opinion of the Court. The appellant was the owner of a house 
in the respondents’ district, and in February, 1921, he was served with s 
notice under s. 28 of the Housing, Town Planning, &c., Act, 1919, requiring 
him, within twenty-eight days, to execute certain work specified as being 
necessary to make the house in all respects reasonably fit for human 
habitation. The house in question was let on a weekly tenancy at 16s. per 
week, inclusive of rates. Its rateable value was £13, and the rates amounted 
to 21s. 6d, in the £, The appellant did not execute the works within the 
prescribed time, and the respondents carried out the work at a cost of 
£12 15s. Proceedings were then instituted against the appellant for the 
recovery of this amount, It was contended on behalf of the appellant that 
s. 28 of the Act of 1919 applied only to houses of which the rent did not 
exceed £26 a year outside the administrative county of London, and that 
the notice was invalid for various reasons. The justices held that s. 28 
applied to the appellant’s house, and that the work done was necessary; 
and they ordered him to pay £12 17s. 6d. (i.e., the amount claimed, less 4 
deduction of 7s. 6d., which they allowed, and costs.) The appellant appealed 
from this order. By s. 75 of the Housing of the Working Classes Act, 
1890, it is provided: “In any contract made after the fourteenth day of 
August, one thousand eight hundred and eighty-five, for letting for habita- 
tion by persons of the working classes a house or part of a house, there shall 
be implied a condition that the house is at the commencement of the holding 
in all respects reasonably fit for human habitation . . .”” By s. 14 of the 
Housing, Town Planning, &c., Act, 1909, it is provided: ‘‘ In any contract 
made after the passing of this Act for letting for habitation a house or part 
of a house at a rent not exceeding (a) in the case of a house situate in the 
administrative county of London, forty pounds; (b) in the case of a house 
situate in « borough or urban district with a population according to the 
last census for the time being of fifty thousand or upwards, twenty-six 
pounds . . . there shall be an implied condition that the house is at the 
commencement of the holding in all respects reasonably fit for habite- 
tion...” By s. 15 it is provided: ‘The last foregoing section shall, a 
respects contracts to which that section applies, take effect as if the con- 
dition implied by that section included an undertaking that the house shall, 
during the holding, be kept by the landlord in all respects reasonably fit for 
human habitation . . . (3) If it appears to the local authority within the 
meaning of Part II of the Principal Act ” (i.e., the Housing of the Working 
Classes Aot, 1890) “ that the undertaking implied by virtue of this section ® 
not complied with in the case of any house to which it applies, the authority 
shall, if a closing order is not made with respect to the house, by writtel 
notice require the landlord within a reasonable time, not being less that 
twenty-one days specified in the notice, to execute such works as 
authority shall specify in the notice as being necessary to make the house 
in all respects reasonably fit for human habitation . . . (5) If the notice 
given by the local authority is not complied with . . . the authority 
may... do the work required to be done and recover the expense 
incurred by them in so doing from the landlord... .” By s. 28 of the 
Housing, Town Planning, &c., Act, 1919, it is provided: “‘ (1) If the ownel 
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of any house suitable for occupation by persons of the working classes fails 
to make and keep such house in all respects reasonably fit for human 
habitation then, without, prejudice to any other powers, the local authority 
may serve a notice upon the owner of such house requiring him within a 
reasonable time, not being less than twenty-one days, specified in the 
notice, to execute such works as may be necessary to make the house in 
all respects reasonably fit for human habitation... .” Provision is 
then made in the section that if the owner fails to do the work it may be 
done by the local authority and the expenses may be recovered in a court. of 
summary jurisdiction. Sub-section (6) provides: ‘‘ This section shall be 
deemed to be part of Part 1! of the principal Act.’’ Section 39 of the Act 
of 1919 provides: ‘‘ (2) Sections fourteen and fifteen of the Housing, Town 
Planning, &c., Act, 1909, shall be deemed to be part of Part II of the 
principal Act.” 

Lord Hewaart, C.J., in delivering judgment, said that the substantial 
point in the case was the contertion that s. 28 of the Act of 1919 applied 
only to houses in the district the rent of which did not exceed £26 per annum. 
The generality of the phrase “‘ suitable for occupation by persors of the 
working classes ” was manifest, and another phrase used in s. 40 of that 
statute was no less general, viz., ‘‘ houses for the working classes.” It was 
argued on behalf of the appellant that the phrase in s. 28, ‘‘ any house 
suitable for occupation by the working classes ’’ meant any house suitable for 
occupation by persons of the working classes, provided that, so far as rental 
was concerned, it came within ss. 14 and 15 of the Act of 1909. The two 
latter sections, however, dealt exclusively with the case of contracts for 
letting houses for habitation, and not with the more general subject-matter 
of houses suitable for persons of the working classes. Ten years later in 
the Act of 1919 the general phrase used in the principal Act [his lordship 
referred to s, 11 thereof, which enacts that subject as thereinafter mentioned, 
every scheme comprising an area in the county or city of London shall 
provide for the accommodation of at the least as many “‘ persons of the 
working class ’’ as may be displaced in the area comprised therein, “‘ in 
suitable dwellings”’ . . .] was repeated with a slight modification— . . ‘‘ Any 
house suitable for occupation by persons of the working classes.”’ It should 
be noticed that this phrase did not relate, as did s. 14 of the Act of 1909 and 
8. 75 of the principal Act, to contracts for the letting of houses. In other 
words, if s. 28 was to be construed according to its ordinary meaning, it 
applied no less to houses not let than to houses already let. The question 
then was whether the house was, in the opinion of the local authority, 
suitable for occupation by persons of the working classes. Sections 14 
and 15 of the Act of 1909 were preserved by and expressly referred to in the 
Act of 1919, and they were still in force with respect to the matters with 
which they dealt. It appeared that the scope of s. 28 of the Act of 1919 
was wider, and that that section must be taken by itself, its words being 
construed with their natural and ordinary meaning. Section 28 dealt with 
a totally different subject-matter, and the limitation as to rent to be found 
in the Act of 1909 could not be imported into it so as to restrict its operation. 
The decision of the justices was right, and the appeal must be dismissed. 

Lusn and BartHacuE, JJ., delivered judgment to the same effect. 
Appeal dismissed.—CounsEL : Giveen and W. L. W. Campbell ; Montgomery, 
K.C., and 8. G. Turner. Soxricrrors: Rubinstein, Nash & Co. ; Sharpe, 
Pritchard & Co., for R. C. Graves, Tottenham. 

[Reported by J. L. DzentSoN, Barrister-at-Law.) 





Solicitors Struck off the Roll. 


At a meeting of the Disciplinary Committee of The Law Society, held in 
The Law Society’s Hall on Thursday, the 27th July, the following solicitors 
were adjudged guilty of professional misconduct and were ordered to be 
struck off the Roll :— 

Wuu1am ALrrep WALLIs, formerly of Long Eaton and Castle Donington, 
who was convicted at the Central Criminal Court in March last of fraudulent 
conspiracy in connection with the Jubilee Cotton Mills, Limited, and was 
sentenced to be imprisoned for ten months in the second division. 

Tuomas Epwakp Siivester, of 153a, Corporation-street, Birmingham, 
who had violated an undertaking given to a complainant in July, 1921, and 
@ subsequent undertaking which he gave when appearing before the Com- 
mittee in January, 1922, to pay certain sums of money. 








In Parliament. 


House of Lords. 
Bills in Progress. 


27th July. Criminal Law Amendment Bill: British Nationality and 
Status of Aliens Bill : read a second time and committed to a Committee of 
the whole House. 

3ist July. Criminal Law Amendment Bill, considered in Committee, 
a drafting amendment made; Bill read a third time and passed and 
returned to the Commons. British Nationality & Status of Aliens Bill, 
reported without amendment, read a third time and passed. 

Ist August. Expiring Laws Bill; read a second time, considered in 
Committee, amendments made, read the third time and passed and 
returned to the Commons. 





House of Commons. 


Questions. 
ASSIZES. 

Mr. Forestier-WALKER (Monmouth) asked the Home Secretary whether 
it is proposed, by an Order in Council, to make alterations in the places 
at which assizes in the future are to be held; and whether he will give an 
undertaking that before any changes are made the matter shall be brought 
before Parliament in order that this House may have an opportunity of 
expressing an opinion thereon ? 

Mr. Suortr: I understand that the whole question of the arrangements 
of Circuits is under consideration by a Committee appointed by the Lord 
Chancellor. Until that Committee reports and proposals are formulated, 
it is not possible to give an answer to the second part of the question. 

(27th July.) 
SASINE OFFICE, EDINBURGH. 

Mr. W. Grauam (Edinburgh, Central) asked the Secretary for Scotland 
whether his attention has recently been called to the heavy arrears in 
the work of the Sasine Office in the General Register House, Edinburgh ; 
whether the minute book for Aberdeen is only up to 6th January last, 
that for Edinburgh to 27th January, and that for Glasgow to 18th February ; 
and whether in view of the risk that this involves for the general public 
and the sellers and purchasers of property, he will arrange for additional 
staff, and take such other steps as may be necessary to bring this work up 
to date ? 

Mr. Munro: The answer to the first part of the question is in the affirma - 
tive; I am informed that the Minute Book for Aberdeen has been brought 
up to the 25th April last, that for Edinburgh up to the 13th May last 
and that for Glasgow up to the 30th March last. Arrangements have 
recently been made for the staff of the department to work overtime with 
a view to the reduction of arrears, and it is hoped that an increase will be 
made in the commissioned staff within the next few months, 

PROSECUTION, GRIMSBY (EXPENSES). 

Mr. Ticker (Grimsby) asked the Minister of Agriculture on what grounds 
the ratepayers of Grimsby, are required to contribute a sum of £260 towards 
the expenses incurred by the prosecution of a Government official stationed 
at Grimsby, which action was taken by the Government. 

Mr. Suorrr: My right hon. Friend has asked me to reply. The costs 
of prosecutions are, by law, charged to local funds, whether the prosecution 
has been instituted by a Government Department or not. (3lst July.) 





MOTOR CYCLES (PILLION RIDING). 


Sir Henry Cowan (Aberdeen) asked the Home Secretary whether his 
attention has been called to the increasing number of fatal accidents due 
to pillion riding on motor cycles; and whether he proposes to take action 
by legislation or otherwise to prohibit this dangerous practice ? 

Tue PaRLIAMENTARY SECRETARY TO THE MINIstRY oF TRANSPORT 
(Mr. Neal): Ihave been asked to answer this question. I have no evidence 
that the number of such accidents is increasing, and I do not think there 
is sufficient ground to justify legislative action. 

Sir H. Cowan: Does the hon. Gentleman read the newspapers, and 
is he not aware that it is impossible to read the newspapers without seeing 
reports of at least two or three cases such as this every week, and in most 
cases the victim is a woman or a girl who is carried on the pillion ? Does 
this matter not come within the hon. Gentleman’s duty ? 





DIVORCE PROCEEDINGS (PUBLICATION). 

Sir Evetyn Cecu. (Aston) asked the Attorney-General whether he is 
aware that in various countries, for instance Sweden and Switzerland, 
the publication of the details of divorce proceedings is very strictly 
regulated ; whether he will consider if their publication broadcast in this 
country is really essential to assure the best administration of justice and 
if any advantage gained is not more than counterbalanced by the tendency 
to degrade public morality ; and whether he will carefully look into any 
proposals to alter the present law in this respect ? 

Tue ArrorNeY-GENERAL (Sir Ernest Pollock): I have ascertained 
that in Sweden in all cases concerning the validty of a marriage, the nullity 
of a marriage, separation and divorce, the Court may, at the request of one 
of the parties, decide to proceed in camera ; and that in Switzerland divorce 
proceedings are heard by the Court in camera, I will consider the matters 
suggested in the question very carefully, and will be pleased to look into 
any proposals that may be made to me on this difficult question. 

(Ist Aug.) 


Bills Presented. 


Temperance (England) Bill—‘‘to promote Temperance in England by 
conferring on the Parliamentary electors in prescribed areas control over 
the grant and renewal of licences for the sale of intoxicating liquors, and 
to amend the Law relating to the sale of such liquors in licensed premises 
and clubs, with provision incidental thereto’; Mr, Broad. [Bill214.; 
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Expiring Laws Bill—‘‘to deal with certain Expiring Laws by making 
some of them permanent, repealing others, and continuing the remainder 
for a limited period’: Mr. Hilton Young. [Bill 213.] 

Legitimation Bill—‘‘to provide for the legitimation of illegitimate 





wee 
———--- 





persons by the subsequent marriage of their parents’’: Mr. Shortt. [Bill 
219.) 
War Charges (Validity) Bill—‘‘to make valid certain charges imposed 


and levies made during the late War’’: Mr. Baldwin. [Bill224.] (26th July.) 





Bills in Progress. 


25th July. Criminal Law Amendment Bill ; Oilin Navigable Waters Bill ; 
British Nationality & Status of Aliens Bill :—As amended in the Standing 
Committee, considered and read the third time. 

27th July. Expiring Laws Bill.—Read a Second time, 

28th July. Allotment Bill.—As amended in the Standing Committee, 
considered, and read the third time. 

Ist August. Milk & Dairies (Amendment) Bill [Lords.]—Read the third 
time. 

Solicitors Bill [Lords.] As amended in the Standing Committee, 
considered, and read the third time. 








New Orders, &c. 


CHANGES IN COUNTY COURT DISTRICTS. 


Whereas it is enacted by the County Courts Act, 1888, that it shall be 
lawful for His Majesty by Order in Council, amongst other things, to alter 
the number and boundaries of the Districts and the place of holding any 
Court and to order the discontinuance of the holding of any Court and the 
consolidation of any two or more Districts and the division of any District 
and to order by what name and in what towns and places a Court shall be 
held in such District: 

Now, therefore, it is hereby ordered, as follows :— 

1. The District of the County Court of Yorkshire (West Riding) held at 
Saddleworth shall be consolidated with the District of the County Court of 
Lancashire held at Oldham, and from the 31st day of July, 1922, the holding 
of the said Court at Saddleworth shall be discontinued and all powers and 
jurisdictions theretofore exercisable thereby shall thenceforth be exercised 
by the said Court held at Oldham, and the said Court held at Oldham shall 
be the Court for the District formed by the said consolidation. 

2. The District of the County Court of Surrey held at Chertsey except the 
Parishes detached therefrom by paragraph 3 hereof, shal] be consolidated 
with the District of the County Court of Surrey held at Kingston, and from 
the 3lst day of July 1922, the holding of the said Court at Chertsey shall be 
discontinued, and all powers and jurisdictions theretofore exercisable thereby 
shall thenceforth be exercised by the said Court held at Kingston and the 
said Court held at Kingston shall be the Court for the District formed by 
the said consolidation. 

3. The parishes set out in the first column of the Schedule to this Order 
shall, save as to any cases pending upon the 3lst day of July, 1922, be 
detached from and cease to form part of the District of the said Court held 
at Chertsey, and shall be transferred to, and form part of the Districts set 
opposite to their names respectively in the second column thereof. 

4. In this Order “ Parish” shall have the same meaning as in the 
County Courts (Districts) Order in Council, 1899 (S.R. & O. 1899, No. 178), 
provided that the boundaries of every Parish mentioned in this Order shall 
be those constituted and limited at the date of this Order. 

5. This Order may be cited as The County Court Districts (Chertsey and 
Saddleworth) Order in Council, 1922, and shall come into operation on the 
Ist day of August, 1922, and the County Courts (Districts) Order in Council, 
1899, as amended, shall have effect as further amended by this Order. 

14th July. 





Schedule. 
First Column. Second Column, 
Parishes. Districts. 
~~ Middlesex— 
East Bedfont with Hatton Brentford. 
‘eltham oe ent een Brentford. 
Hanworth Brentford. 
Surrey— 
Bisle eae ~ oie = ‘arnham and Aldershot. 
Windlesham and Bagshot ... Farnham and Aldershot. 
Chobham eee eee Guildford and Godalming. 
Horsell Guildford and Godalming. 
Berkshire— 
Ashford Windsor. 
Egham Windsor. 
Laleham Windsor, 
Staines Windsor. 
Stanwell one Windsor. 
Sunningdale ... Windsor. 
Sunninghiil , Windsor. 
Thorpe Windsor. 
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High Court of Justice. 


Long Vacation, 1922. 
NOTICE. 

During the Vacation, up to and including Monday, 4th September, all 
applications “ which may require to be immediately or promptly heard,” 
are to be made to the Rt. Hon. The Lord Ch‘ef Justice. 

Court Business.—The Rt. Hon. The Lord Chief Justice will, until 
further notice, sit in The Lord Chief Justice’s Court, Royal Courts of Justice, 
at 10.45 a.m., on Wednesday in every week, commencing on Wednesday 
9th August, for the purpose of hearing such applications, of the above 
nature as, according to the practice in the Chancery Division, are usually 
heard in Court. 

No Case will be placed in the Judge’s Paper unless leave has been 
previously obtained, or a Certificate of Counsel that the Case requires 
to be immediately or promptly heard, and stating concisely the reasons, 
is left with the papers. 

The necessary papers, relating to every application made to the Vacation 
Judges (see notice below as to Judges’ Papers), are to be left with the Cause 
Clerk in attendance, Chancery Registrars’ Office, Room 136, Royal Courts 
of Justice, before 1 o'clock two days previous to the day on which the appli- 
cation is intended to be made. When the Cause Clerk is not in attendance, 
they may be left at Room 136, under cover, addressed to him, and marked 
outside ‘‘ Chancery Vacation Papers,” or they may be sent by post, but in 
either case so as to be received by the time aforesaid. 

URGENT MATTERS WHEN THE J UDGE NOT PRESENT IN CouRT OR CHAMBERS. 
—Application may be made in any case of urgency, to the Judge personally 
(if necessary), or by post or rail, prepaid, accompanied by the brief of Counsel, 
office copies of the affidavits in support of the application, and also by 
a Minute, on a separate sheet of paper, signed by Counsel, of the order he 
may consider the applicant entitled to, and also an envelope, sufficiently 
stamped, capable of receiving the papers, addressed as follows :—‘‘ Chancery 
Official Letter: To the Registrar in Vacation, Chancery Registrars’ Office, 
Royal Courts of Justice, London, W.C.2.” 

On applications for injunctions, in addition to the above, a copy of the 
writ, and a certificate of writ issued, must also be sent. 

The Papers sent to the Judge will be returned to the Registrar. 

The address of the Vacation Judge can be obtained on application at 
Room 136, Royal Courts of Justice. 

CHANCERY OHAMBER Business.—The Chambers of Justices Sargant 
and Russell will be open for Vacation business on Tuesday, Wednesday, 
Thursday and Friday in each week, from 10 to 2 o’clock. 

Kina’s Benonu CoamBer Business.—The Rt. Hon. The Lord Chief 
Justice will, until further notice, sit for the disposal of King’s Bench 
Business in Judge’s Chambers at 10.45 a.m. on Tuesday in every week, 
commencing on Tuesday, the 8th August. 

PROBATE AND Divorce.—Summonses will be heard by the Registrar, 
at the Principal Probate Registry, Somerset House, every day during the 
Vacation at 11.30 (Saturdays excepted). 

Motions will be heard by the Registrar on Wednesdays, the 16th and 30th 
August, and the 13th and 27th September, at the Principal Probate Registry 
at 12.15. 

Decrees will be made absolute on Wednesdays, the 9th and 23rd 
August, and the 6th and 20th of September, and the 4th October. 

All Papers for Motions and for making Decrees absolute are to be left 
at the Contentious Department, Somerset House, before 2 o’clock on the 
preceding ,Friday. 

The Offices of the Probate and Divorce Registries will be opened at 10 a.m. 
and closed at 4 p.m., except on Saturdays, when the Offices will be opened 
at 10 a.m. and closed at 1 p.m. 

Jupee’s Papers ror Use 1x Court.—Chancery Division.—The 
following Papers for the Vacation Judge, are required to be left with the 
Cleuse Clerk in attendance at the Chancery Registrars’ Office, Room 136, 
Royal Courts of Justice, on or before 1 o’clock, two days previous to the 
day on which the application to the Judge is intended to be made :— 

1.—Counsel’s certificate of urgency or note of special leave granted 
by the Judge. 

2.—Two copies of writ and two copies of pleadings (if any), and any 
other documents showing the nature of the application. 

3.—Two copies of notice of motion. 

4.—Office copy affidavits in support, and also affidavits in answer 

(if any). 

N B-Solicitors are requested when the application has been disposed 
of, to apply at once to the Judge’s Clerk in Court for the return of their 
2a pers. 

, Vecumes ReGistTRAR—Mr. GARRETT (Room 188). 

Chancery Registrar’s Office, 

Royal Courts of Justice, 
lst August, 1922. 





A defendant at Shoreditch County Court on the 20th ult., when asked 
to produce certain documents, said :—I left them on my barrow just outside 
the Court, but some one has taken them—barrow and all. Judge Cluer: 
Don’t you know this district sufficiently well to know that it is not safe 
to leave anything unattended in the street ? If you left an elephant alone 
some one would steal it. The defendant lost not only the barrow, but 
the case as well. 
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5 a LONDON CITY AND MIDLAND 

EXECUTOR AND TRUSTEE COMPANY LTD. 

fulfils every function proper to Executors or 

Trustees, and in these capacities acts for 

individuals, companies, clubs, institutions and 
public bodies, etc. 


It affords the following important advantages: 
@, ‘Security 
G, Continuity of Administration 
@, Accessibility 
@, Expert Advice 
@, Moderate Fees 
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Particulars may be obtained from the Manager, 52 Cornhill, London, E.C.3, or from 
any office of the London Joint City and Midland Bank or its affiliations, the 
Belfast Banking Company, Ireland, and the Clydesdale Bank, Scotland 


The Share Capital of the Executor and Trustee Company is owned by and the 
business is conducted under the Direction and Management of the 


LONDON JOINT CITY AND 
MIDLAND BANK LIMITED 


TOTAL RESOURCES £400,000,000 
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Societies. 
The Chester and North Wales Law Society. 


The following paper, calling attention to the effect of the Registration of 
Titles under the Land Transfer Act, 1875, in respect of property outside 
the County of Middlesex, was read by Mr. Jno. H. Cooke before the above 
Society at their meeting at Colwyn Bay Hotel, on the 17th June :— 

It is generally assumed by most solicitors that the Land Transfer Acts 
of 1875 and 1897, by which titles can be registered, only apply to the County 
of London and several parishes in the County of Middlesex. This is an 
erroneous impression, because these Acts apply to the whole of England and 
Wales, but are not compulsory, except in the County of London and some 
adjoining parishes in the County of Middlesex. 

In a case which occurred this year where I was acting for the vendor 
(having never previously had to do with the title), where some land was 
conveyed in 1905 by the Llandudno Land Company to a predecessor in the 
title, the land comprised 11 acres and was situate near Llandudno in North 
Wales. It was stated in the abstract of the premises that it was the 
remainder of the land registered with an indefeasible title at the Office of 
the Land Registry,and therein numbered 2570. Part of this 11 acres was 
conveyed to a Mr. Herbert Jones without any reference to the land being 
registered. A purchaser erected a house upon the part of the land so 
purchased and then sold it for £1,000, again without any reference to the 
land Transfer Act. The purchaser subsequently mortgaged the property 
to a Building Society in Yorkshire. The mortgage was never registered. 
Then the purchaser sold the equity of redemption to my lady client, again 
without any reference to the register. She agreed to sell it to another 
lady. I was acting for the vendor and some solicitors at Birkenhead were 
acting for the purchaser. The contract was framed in the ordinary way 
and the Chester and North Wales Law Society conditions were attached. 
On receiving the requisitions, the following is a copy of requisition 2 :— 

“Tt appears that these premises form part of premises registered in the 
Land Registry Office with an indefeasible title. The conveyance to the 
vendor dated the 31st December, 1920, should be registered or the title 
removed from the register, otherwise the title of the vendor will be liable 
to be defeated by the registered proprietor or anyone claiming under 
him. The Land Transfer Act 1897, s. 12, renders a possessory title of little 
value to a purchaser.” 

We answered this requisition as follows :— 

“We do not agree that the registration of the conveyance of the 3lst 
December, 1920, is necessary or that the title should be removed from the 
Registry. The title since the registration and before, has been an absolute 
title and not a possessory title, and therefore s. 12 of the Land 
Transfer Act, 1897, doesnotapply. See Capital & Counties Bank, Lid. v. 
Rhodes (1903, 1 Chancery, 635).” 

The solicitors for the purchaser, however, stuck to their requisition and 
ultimately they took the opinion of Mr. McMaster, barrister, of Liverpool, 
who advised as follows :— 

“In my opinion the purchaser will obtain the legal estate by a con- 
veyance from the vendor. As pointed out by Lord Justice Cozens 
Hardy in the case of The Capital & Counties Bank v. Rhodes, the register 
of proprietors is not material for the purpose of ascertaining where the 
legal estate is. The transfer by registered disposition takes effect by 
virtue of an over-riding power and not by virtue of any power in the 
registered proprietor, but he also points out that the registered proprietor, 
whoever he may be, has a statutory power to transfer the property by a 
registered disposition, subject only, when the contract is for value, to such 
incumbrances and restrictions as are inserted in the register or mentioned 
in the statute. That case shows as stated in the headnote, after land 
has been placed on the register, the legal estate in it will pass by an 
unregistered deed subject to the right of the grantee having his title 
defeated by an exercise of the statutory power of disposition given to 
the registered proprietor, but the grantee can, by an entry on the register, 
protect himself against that risk. The purchaser will accordingly 
get by a conveyance from the vendor, the same estate in the land as 
though it was registered, but subject to the risk of having it defeated 
by a registered disposition, made by the registered proprietor. That 
risk in the present case is probably very small, possibly non-existent, if 
the Llandudno Land Company had ceased to exist, but I do not see 
any reason why the purchaser should accept the risk. So long as the 
land is on the register a purchaser is, in my opinion, clearly entitled to 
take advantage of the provisions of s. 16, s-s. (2) of the Act of 1897, 
and to require the vendor, at the latter's expense, either to become the 
registered proprietor or to procure a transfer from the registered pro- 
prietor to the purchaser. The words in the section ‘ notwithstanding 
any stipulation to the contrary’ thus over-riding condition 16 relied on 
by the vendor. In my opinion the purchaser should require a transfer 
from the registered proprietor, if still in existence, at the vendor’s expense 
as provided by the sub-section. She can then either sell the land on 
the register or remove it therefrom under s. 17. The vendor can only 
escape the necessity of complying with s. 16, s-s. (2) by showing that 
the land is not registered land.” 

Section 16, s-s. (2) of the Land Transfer Act, 1897, is as follows :— 

“Where the vendor of registered land is not himself registered as a 
proprietor of the land or of a charge giving a power of sale over the land, 
he shall, at the request of the purchaser, and at his own expense, and 
notwithstanding any stipulation to the contrary, either procure the 





THE HOSPITAL FOR SICK CHILDREN, 


GREAT ORMOND STREET, LONDON W.C.1. 


ENGLAND’S GREATEST ASSET IS 
HER CHILDREN. 


l\HE need for greater effort to counterbalance the 

drain of War upon the manhood of the Nation, 
by saving infant life for the future welfare of the 
British Empire, compels the Committee of The Hospital 
for Sick Children,Great Ormond Street, London, W.C.1, 
to plead most earnestly for increased support for the 
National work this Hospital is performing in the 
preservation of child life. 


The children of the Nation can truthfully be said to 
be the greatest asset the Kingdom possesses, yet the 
mortality among babies is still appalling. 
ae 71 years this Hospital has been the means of 

saving or restoring the lives and health of hundreds 
of thousands of Children, and of instructing Mothers in 
the knowledge of looking after their children. 


£17,000 has to be raised every year 
to keep the Hospital out of debt. 


Forms of Gift by Will to this Hospital can be 
obtained on application to— 
JAMES McKAY, Secretary. 




















W. WHITELEY, Lrp. 


oe 
Auctioneers, 
EXPERT VALUERS AND ESTATE AGENTS, 


QUEEN’S ROAD, LONDON, W.2. 





VALUATIONS FOR PROBATE, 


ESTATE DUTY. SALE, INSURANCE, ETC, 





AUCTION SALES EVERY THURSDAY, 


View on Wednesday, in 


London’s Largest Saleroom. 





*"Puonz No,: PARK ONE (40 Lines) Teinoraus: “ WHITELEY, LONDON, ” 





700 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


August 5, 1922 








LAW REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY 


LIMITED. 
No. 19, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1853. 
Capital Stock ... ~ os 
Debenture Stock on dus a £331,130 
REVERSIONS PURCHASED. ADVANCES MADE THEREON. 


Forms of Proposal and full information can be obtained at the Society's Office. 
G. H. MAYNE, Secretary. 


£400,000 








registration of himself as proprietor of the land or of the charge, as the 

case may be, or procure a transfer from the registered proprietor to the 

purchaser.” 

Condition 16 of the Chester and North Wales Law Society's General 
Conditions requires a purchaser to get in, surrender or release any out- 
standing estate, right, title, or interest at his expense, but s-s. (2) of s. 16 
of the Land Transfer Act of 1897 says ‘‘ notwithstanding any stipulation 
to the contrary,’ the vendor must procure registration of himself as a 
proprietor. Consequently the expense of registration would fall upon the 
vendor. 

After very considerable trouble and communication with other solicitors, 
I found out ultimately that this title had been removed from the register. 
This was not shown on the face of any deed or abstract. It will therefore 
be noticed that the Llandudno Land Company registered their title on the 
15th June, 1905, and thereby obtained a certificate that they had an 
indefeasible title, but apparently the registration was removed on the 
2nd August, 1905. The consequence was that the purchaser’s objections 
fell to the ground, on the ground of removal from the register within a 
month or two after registration. 

The facts being somewhat peculiar, and applicable to the whole of the 
country, I thought it advisable just to explain the whole of the procedure, 
because conveyances and mortgages had, since the first registration, been 
repeatedly executed without registration, and if the title had not been 
removed from the register all subsequent deeds would have required to be 
registered, notwithstanding Lord Justice Cozens Hardy points out, in the 
decision above referred to, that the legal estate passed by the unregistered 
deed, subject only to be defeated by some registered deed. 

The above facts show that practically there is no advantage in 
registration. It only causes delay and extra expense. It does not simplify 
titles; it makes them more difficult, more expensive, and is no advantage 
whatever toa purchaser. Indeed the Llandudno Land Company removed 
the title from the register within a month or two after it had been registered. 








The Business of the House of 
Lords. 


When the House of Lords sat on the 28th of July the Lord Chancellor 
said :—My Lords,—Before I move the motion which I am about to move, 
it has occurred to me that it might interest your lordships to be informed 
as to the state of legal business in this House. At the present moment the 
whole English List will be disposed of before your lordships rise. The 
whole Irish business will be disposed of with the exception of two cases 
which have not been placed in the List for trial at the request of the litigants 
themselves, who have found a difficulty in attending in the existing situation 
in Ireland. There remain only three Scottish appeals, all of which are of 
veryrecententry. The situation, then, is that the English List is concluded, 
the Irish List is concluded, and there are only three cases which have just 
been set down by way of appeal. This is, I think, the most satisfactory 
conclusion of your labours for a year which the records for many years 
present. 








Gaming Act, 1922. 


(20th July, 1922.] 


An Act to repeal s. 2 of the Gaming Act, 1835. 
Be it enacted, &c. 


1. Repeal of 5 & 6 Wm, 4, c. 41, 8. 2].—Section two of the Gaming Act, 
1835 (which makes money paid to the indorsee, holder, or assignee of 
securities given for consideration arising out of certain gaming transactions 
recoverable from the person to whom the securities were originally given) 
is hereby repealed. No trustee, executor, or other person acting in a 
representative or fiduciary capacity shall be under any obligation to make 
or enforce any claim under the said section in respect of any transaction 
completed before the passing of this Act, or be liable for any breach of 
duty by reason of any failure to do so. No action for the recovery of money 
under the said section shall be entertained in any court. 


2. Short title].—This Act may be cited as the Gaming Act, 1922. 





Rent Restriction Act Inquiry. 


The Rent Restriction Act Committee, says The Times, held their first 
meeting on Wednesday, at the Ministry of Health. The members present 
were :— 

Sir Henry Norman, Bt., M.P. (in the chair), Lord Eustace Percy, MP, 
Mr. Alexander Shaw, M.P., Lieut.-Colonel D. Watts-Morgan, M.P., Major 
Harry Barnes, M.P., Sir Aubrey Symonds, Judge Sir Edward Bray, Sir 
Theodore Chambers, Mr. A. 8. D. Thomson, Mr. T. White, and Mr. P. B, 
Moodie. 

The Committee decided that their sittings should be in private. The 
Committee are taking steps to obtain information and statistics from 
Government Departments and other public bodies and to elicit the views 
of representative associations and societies. The information thus obtained 
will, where necessary, be supplemented by oral evidence, and by this means 
the Committee hope to be in a position to meet the wish of the Government 
that they should present an Interim Report during the Autumn Session of 
Parliament. 

All communications should be addressed to the Secretary of the Com- 
mittee, Mr. H. H. George, M.C., Ministry of Health, Whitehall, 8.W.1, and 
not to the Chairman or individual members. 

‘** Inner London,” in a letter to The Times (29th July), says :— 

There appears in The Times of July 25th the names of the members of 
the Committee to deal with questions arising under the Rent Restriction 
Act. The terms of the reference are :—‘‘ To consider the operation of the 
Increase of Rent and Mortgage Interest (Restrictions) Act and to advise 
what steps should be taken to continue or amend the Act.” 

I know nothing of the special qualifications of the personnel of the Com- 
mittee, but it is curious that, with the exception of the learned County Court 
Judge, there appears to be no member of the Committee who is in actual 
daily contact with the operation of the Act. A notable omission from the 
Committee is a representative of the metropolitan police magistrates, 
who are in very intimate contact with the cases of the poor. 

It may be that in this matter, as in the matter of the establishment of 
Children’s Courts, their opinions are not desired. None the less, the 
Committee is defective in this important respect. Perhaps it is not too 
late to remedy it. The magistrate selected should be one whose area affords 
the necessary experience, 











Residents in Glorious Devon, and visitors 
past and present, will ever remember this 
d luscious combination. They will also detect 

an a flavour of Dartmoor and Exmoor in this 
announcement, written by a man of Devon. 
Clotted Cream. On one of my motor tours on the fringe of 
Dartmoor I called on one of the ancestral 
homes of England, and with my art expert went through the house 
of one of the New Poor. The china, pictures and works of art were 
mostly heirlooms, and we found very little excepting a very — 
antique dressing case. I told the owner it would realise probably 
£3,000 at one of my auction sales, and brought it away in the car. 
It realised £3,300 at my auction rooms in Piccadilly. On the same tour 
I called at another such home, brought much silver away, also arranged 
for seyeral lorry-loads of pictures, porcelain, antique furniture, &c., to come 
to London for sale by auction. The lady, a widow, owing to burdensome 
taxation, was compelled to move into—shall I call it the small dower 
house? Just before leaving, a small book of old and foreign stamps was 
put in my hand. “I shall be quite pleased if you send me £40.” I sold 
it and sent £105. Early this July, at 9 a.m., I called at a vicarage not far 
from Exmoor. The Vicar had passed away. There was to be a sale by 
a local auctioneer. I was asked, assisted by my art expert, who always 
travels with me, to see if anything was worthy and would sell better at 
my rooms. We simply selected one Chelsea china bowl, about 7 inches 
only in diameter. The widow volunteered the information that a well- 
known art dealer in Devonshire had offered £5 for it. I said “‘ We can do 
better at my auction sale.” Last Friday it realised £95. That sum, less 
the usual auctioneer’s commission, goes into the pocket of another of the 
legion of the New Poor. This very month I called on a clergyman lying 
on a sick bed. He had been there for months. I took away in the car 
a small serpentine chest of drawers. It realised no less than £195. I 
believe when the news reached him the result was far more beneficial than 
all the physic. This also was sold last Friday, and one other case, a huge 
‘cello, we managed to squeeze into the car. The owner was grateful for 
its collection, and said, “ Let it go for £5 if needful.” It sold in the same 
sale for £39; and a single-diamond brooch from Dartmoor went for £119, 
and no end of other things were sold at fabulous prices. In April-May, 1920, 
I went to——_——. To get there I travelled right through Norway, Sweden, 
Denmark, to———_—. I brought back probably £500,000 worth of 
jewels for a Princess. A few thousand pounds worth of these were sold 
in a recent sale. 

VALUATIONS FOR PROBATE, INSURANCE, &c., AT REASON- 
ABLE FEES. 

Write and ask me to call when I am next in your vicinity. 

W. E. HURCOMB, Calder House (corner of Dover-street), Piccadilly, W.1. 
*Phone—Regent 475. 
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Trial of the Insane. 


At the Central Criminal Court on the 21st ult., says The Times, before 
Mr. Justice Shearman, when Christopher Gomm, 54, clerk, was indicted 
for attempting to murder a woman and for attempting to commit suicide, 
Mr. Percival Clarke, for the prosecution, said there was reason to believe 
that the prisoner was unfit to plead, and he, therefore, asked that the jury 
should be sworn to try the issue whether he was sane and able to be tried. 
Mr. Frederick Levy, for the defence, concurred in that course, and the jury 
were sworn accordingly. 

Mr. Justice Shearman said he wanted to be meticulously accurate in 
these cases. If, he said, the prisoner had been tried, the defence would 
have been that he was gui!ty of the act, but insane. There was also another 
provision of the law by which we did not even allow a man to be tried 
ifhe was insane and could not appreciate the value of the evidence, and 
was unfit to defend himself or to instruct counsel on his behalf. A doctor 
had come to the conclusion that the prisoner could not properly instruct 
counsel at all, and could not appreciate the nature of the evidence given 
against him. A doctor could not order a man into confinement. It was 
for the jury to decide. The jury had probably seen a celebrated case 
dealing with the functions of a jury in cases of insanity. He thought it 
right and proper that no man should be ordered to be detained as a lunatic 
until a jury had considered the matter. 

The jury found that the prisoner was insane, so as not to be able to 
plead, and Mr. Justice Shearman ordered him to be detained until his 
Majesty’s pleasure be known. 








Companies. 


The Licenses & General Insurance Co. Limited. 
Mr. A. Ronatp Giisey, Director of Messrs. W. & A. Gilbey, Ltd., 
Pantheon, Oxford-st., has joined the board Of this company. 








RESULT OF SALES. 

HERRING, SON & DAW have now disposed of the Freehold Office Building, No. 28, 
Bedford Street, Strand, and the Leaschold Business Premises, 5, Paper Street, E.C., and 
4, 8t. Andrews Hill, E.C.4, which were withdrawn from their recent Auction. The total of 
the prices obtained excee ded £11,000. 


Messrs. ALFRED SAVILL & SONS beg to sit that at the auction of the Isham 
Manor Estate, Devonshire, held at Torquay on Thursday last, the 27th July, the total sum 
ned ‘of ne arly £15 5,009 at the auction and by private treaty afterwards. Keen 

tition was shown and there were between 200 and 300 people at the auction. The 
one ioneers would like to mention that there are a few plots of very suitable building 
land still for disposal which can be dealt with privately. 





VALUATIONS FOR INSURANCE.—It is very essential that all Policy Holders should 
have a ry valuation of their effects. Property is generally very inadequately 
case of loss insurers suffer oomte a, BENHAM STORR a SONS 

(Limi DS 26, King Street, Covent Garden, W.C.2, well-known chattel valuers and 
rs (established over 100 years), have a staff of expert Valuers, and will be glad 

to advise those desiring valuations for any purpose. Jewels, plate, furs, furniture, 
works of art, bric-A-brac a speciality.—{ADVT. ) 




















RECOMMEND AN ANNUITY. 


A fixed income for life is more desirable—in 
many cases—than the control of a capital sum. 
Write for latest details of Sun Life of Canada 
Annuities. Better terms for impaired lives. 
All kinds of Annuities—Immediate, Joint Life, 
Deferred, Education, and Annuities with return 
of Capital guaranteed. 


SUN LIFE ASSURANCE 
COMPANY OF CANADA, 


15, CANADA HOUSE, NORFOLK STREET, LONDON, W.C.2. 

















Legal News. 


Information Required. 


Re Dr. Ricuarp NeviL_e Hart, deceased, late of Exeter Lodge, Exeter- 
road, in the County Borough of Bournemouth. Will any person who pre- 
pared, or is in possession of a Will of the above-named deceased, who died 
at the above address on the Twenty-second day of July, One thousand nine 
hundred and twenty-two, kindly Communicate with Trevanion, Curtis and 
Ridley, Solicitors, Richmond-chambers, Bournemouth. 


General. 


Lord Buckmaster, on completing his list of divorce cases on 28th July, 
said that he wished to express his sense of obligation for the great assistance 
which had been rendered to him by members of the Bar. He desired to say 
further, lest there should be any misappre »hension in the minds of the public, 
that, having very carefully examined the number of cases which had been 
before him in which poor persons had been concerned, he thought that they 
had no cause to complain of any lack of zeal or attention on the part of 
counsel. The cases had been conducted with the same care that had been 
bestowed upon the most highly paid cases. 

In a claim against a firm of commission agents for money paid for 
bets by cheque, heard in the Mayor’s and City of London Court, ‘the defend- 
ant’s counsel urged, on 3lst July, that the question whethe sr the recent 
Act was retrospective had been settled by Mr. Justice Greer’s decision at 
Leeds (see under “ Current Topics ”’). For the plaintiff it was urged that 
Mr. Justice Greer had not had his attention directed to a case against the 
Plasterers’ Union, decided in 1909. Judge Jackson said that until the 
decision was reversed he would follow it, but he would give leave to appeal, 
and the case might ultimately finishrin the House of Lords. 








Winding-up Notices. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 

LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
OREDITORS MUST SEND IN THEIR CLAIMS TO THE | 
| 


| = Bath LAND Co. Lp. 
| 26, Green-park, Bath. 


CARDIFF OUTFITTERS LTD. 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, 
Aug. 11. 
| THE BRITISH SecuRITY INSURANCE Co. Lip. 


Frederick Gerard Van de Linde, 4, Fenchurch-avenue, E.C. 
Aug. 16. Herbert William Fresh- 





Dufayel & Co. Ltd. The Aragaz Tank Steamship 

The Caspian Oil Co. Ltd. Co. Ltd. 

‘vhe Massis Oil Transport Co. The Sunik Oil Transport Co. 
Ltd. Ltd. 

The Skegness New Brick Co. ,Stillmore Ltd. 

The Barly Co. Ltd. 

The British Sign Manufactur- 


Aug. 1. 
Thomas Ball Silcock, 


Aug. 31. 


Listerhills Carbonizing Co. 


er ve gt BEFORE water, 39, Broad-street, Bristol. ‘ Ltd. ing Co. Ltd. 
I we ne ce ir 90 | — se = & pt. 4. Thomas Ireland, 16, | Rhiw Manganese Mines Ltd. Matern e Welsh 146. a 
wazeue.— AY, July 21. “ The Skomer Steam Shipping Jillian tkwood & Co. . 
G. Bera & Co. Lap. Sept.4. John L. Milligan, 20, Orchard- Zoviac SHIPPING Co. Lrp. Sept. 29. Arthur A. Moller, —< a a 
st., Bristol. “Siig 2, New Broad-st. ; ; . 
Tue IMsTERHILIS CARBONIZING Co. Lrp. Aug. 2. R. S. | THE LUDGVAN AND DISTRICT CO-OPERATIVE DAIRY 0. London Gazette.—TuEspay, July 25. 

Dawson, C.A., Tanfield-bldgs., Bradford. Lrp. Aug. 18. John Eddyvean, “ Hillside,” Mount View, The Wooler Engineering Co. Clark’s Machine Tool Co. Ltd 
Bartox & Co. (LiverPooL) Lp. Aug. 31. William A, | Luadgvan, Longrock, S.0., Cornwall, and Alfred James Ltd gee ~~" Phe Bilston Motor Services Co 
Smith, 3, York-st., Manchester. | Hocking, of Penberthy, ‘Bt. Erth, Hayle, Cornwall. Long and Giles Ltd. Ltd. : e 

ees Bac. Lz. —~ 4 one ; Henry Mclellan, 64, oo de 9. Gerald Marlowe, 14, St. Ann’s- The Greet Haulage Co. Ltd. ¢ ‘harles Tarbard Ltd . 
2-8q., Bishopsga 2 Pe. oe “ : . . 2 Timber Holdings Ltd. The D. Syndicate Lt 
Trico. Lrp. Forthwith. Ernest oy Payne, “ Martindale,” | SHIRLEY Broruers Lrp. Oct. 1. Hugh Carden Layton, Aabada Trust Ltd. Hoc Plate a aiaee Co. Ltd. 


Pembury-rd., Tonbridge. 29, Budge-row, E.C. 
London Gazette.—TUEsSDAY, July 25. 
T. Witson & Sons. Aug. 17. Nicholson & Martin, Stanley, 
8.0., co. Durham. 
STAFFORDSHIRE CRICKET AND ATHLETIC Sports Co. Lrp. 
Aug. 8. J. C. Bladen, 17, Albion-st., Hanley. 
Conner MaGNeTo & IGNITION LTD. Aug. 8. Arthur Liscombe 
Wallis, 31, Copthall-avenue, E.C.2. 
London Gazette. che RIDAY, July 28. 
T. G. HEARNDEN LTD. Sept. Albert Edward Quaife, 7, 
Calverley-parade, Tunbridge Wells. 
A Propucts Lip. Aug. 31. Harcourt Ashford, 91 and 93, 
Bishopsgate. 
L Hv CONSERVATIVE CLUB Co. Ltp. 
Edward 8. Walker, 12, Bowl-alley-lane, Hull. 
Oup Counanes Lrp. Sept. 30. Percy P. Daniel, 18, Regent-st. 


The b ny to eg gg Tyre & 
Rubber Co. Ltd. 

Campion, Monnet & Co. Ltd 

Hilton & Co. Ltd. 

The - Harworth Hardware 
Manufacturing Co. Ltd. 
Stanley Motor CycleCjo. Ltd. 
The Shepherd's Lane Estates 

Ltd. 
Exact Manufacturing Ltd. 


Sept. 6. 


Laxd MorTGAGE BANK OF TEXAS LTD. Aug. 31. Benjamin, 





ay and William E. Tetley, City Chambers, Darley-st. | The Lowestoft Citadel Co. 
Ltd. 
Soumsrino Remevigs Lrp, Aug. 28. Edwin BR. Babcock, | Mount Motors Ltd. 
68, Aldersgate-st. Hueel & Lighter Co. Ltd. 





Resolutions for Winding-up 
Voluntarily. 


London Gazette. —F RDAY, July 21. 


Rnglish-Canadian 
Ltd. 
Sunfield 
Lt 
The 
The 
Caxton 
Ltd. 
Aylestone Cinema Lid. 


Taman Development Syndi- Cinema Pictures 
cate Ltd. 
British Exhibitors Films Ltd. 


British Security Insurance Co. 


Open-Air 
Ltd 


The Canadian Cafes (Parent 
Syndicate) Ltd 

East Derbyshire 
Ltd. 

ir r and Co. (Manchester) 


Ltd. Motor Co. 
| Cocoa Products Ltd. 
| Carrick & Thorp Ltd. 
F. C. Proprietary Ltd. 
The Atlas Vacuum Cleaning Charles H. Marchent & Co. 


Briton & Co. (Liverpool) Ltd: | Co. Ltd. Ltd. 


Securities London Gazette.—Frivay, July 28. 
Percy Wadham’s Specialities Woods Die Press Improve- 
Ltd. ments Co. Ltd. 
Albion Art Foundry Ltd. A. H. Smith & Co. Ltd. 
W. Vaughan Ltd. Malvern Link Golf Club Ltd. 
The Franco Italian Wine Co. East Coast Transport Co. Ltd. 
Ltd. Faithfull Saddle Bar Ltd. 
Central Hull Conservative Club Owthwaites Ltd. 
Co. Ltd. The Cleveleys Holiday Camp. 
Co. | Frolics (Reading) Ltd. Ltd. 
The Hatfield (Yorkshire) Gas Land Mortgage Bank of 
Light & Coke Co. Ltd. Texas Ltd, 


Manufacturing Co. 


Al. 

Walton Park Hotel Co. 
Ad. 

Scientific Remedies Ltd. 

Oakwood Motor Depot 


Ltd. 
H. Briton & Sons Ltd. 
Insurance 
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Ltd. 


Old Comrades Ltd Paliseum (Greenwich) 
and 


Egyptian (Assiout) Explorers Greatorex (London 
Lt Bath) Ltd. 
The Brtish Interhational The Princess Super Cinema 
Film Corporation Ltd Co. Ltd. 
The Domestic Coal Co. Paul & Son (Cheshunt) Ltd 
Lt The Oscilloscope Syndicate 
The Leto Photo Materials Co Ltd 
(1905) Ltd Richmond (Original) Maids of 
J. Picard & Co. Ltd Honour Ltd. 
London Gazette 


Leacock & Co. Ltd 
Kemp & Wilcox Ltd 
Ovenden Ward Liberal Build- M. Gray & Son Ltd 

ers’ Society Ltd Eburite Paper Co. (1919) Ltd 
Hambly Bowden & Co. Ltd The Betteshanger Boring Co 
0. H. N. Gases Ltd Ltd 
Crumlin Valley Automobile Warwick Avenue Mutual Ltd. 

and Garage Co., Ltd Brotherton Ediswan Tubes 
The Swan Boot and Shoe Co & Conduits Ltd 

(Manchester) Ltd Albert Swingewood & 
The Casino Munfeipal ce Lid. 

Cannes Ltd Cinema (Chesterfield) Ltd. 
The Nokhroy (Assam) Tea ‘The King Cross and District 

Co. Ltd Co-operative and Utility 
Home & Foreign Trust Ltd Poultry Society Ltd. 
Conner Magneto& Ignition Ltd. Popplewell Brothers 
National Federation of Dis- field (Ltd. 

charged & Demobilised Sail- 

ors and Soldiers (Stockton 

Branch) Club Ltd 


Tcespay, Aug. | 
toberts (Barking) Ltd 
Baltimore Pottery Co. Ltd 


Son 


(Mir- 





Bankruptcy Notices. 
Turspay, July 25 


London Gazette 2: 
failor and Outfitter. Hanley 


Bannow, ArTHUR, Cheadle, 
Pet. July 20. Ord. July 20 

Burrow, KAYMUND, 89, Chancery-lane, W.C. 
Pet. Nov. 24. Ord. July 21 

Cape, HERBERT, Sutton Bridge, 
King’s Lynn. Pet. July 10. Ord 

CHAMBERLIN, RicHarnp K., and 
Godalming, Upholsterers. Guildford. 
July 21 

Cox, JAMES, Marden, Kent, Bootmaker 
July 20. Ord. July 20 

Dispert, James C., Great (iiimaby, Planoforte Manufacturer 
Great Grimsby. Pet. July 20, Ord. July 20 

DoeortTr, Epwarp, Kensington Park-rd., 
High Court. Pet. June 2. Ord, July 21 

BVANS, RICHARD H., Wood Green, Manufacturer. High Court 
Pet. July 21. Ord. July 21 

Faters, Rose, Walton-on-Naze, Restaurant 
Colchester. Pet. July 18. Ord. July 18 

Gray, WILLIAM, Kingston-upon-Hull, Gent's Outfitter 
Kingston-upon-Hull. Pet. July 22. Ord. July 22 

Green, Joun W., Elm, Cambs., Smaltiholder and 
Agent. King’s Lynn. Pet. July 21. Ord. July 21 

GRAYSON, WILLIAM, Saltburn-by-the-Sea, Painter 
Decorator. Middlesbrough. Pet. July 20. Ord. July 20 

GuymMer, Harry B., Great Grimsby, Fisherman. Great 
Grimsby. Pet. July 22. Ord. July 22 

MARLEE, WILLIAM 8., South Shields, Iron and Steel Merchant 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Pet. July 21. Ord. July 21 

HARRISON, GkonGE 8., Gravesend, Insurance 
Rochester. Pet. July 20. Ord. July 20 

H#yYMAN, Likut.-Cou. A. A., Ashburn-gdns., 
Pet. June 22. Ord. July 19 

Hin, Hven R., Redruth, Cinema 
July 20. Ord. July 20 

Hint, WiLtiam T., Clifton, Bristol 
Bristol. Pet. July 20. Ord. July 20 

HoRNenr, ALBERT E., Great Grimsby, Fish Merchant 
Grimaby. Pet. July 20. Ord. July 20 

JACOBSON, LEWIS, Strand, Dealer in 
Pet. June 21. Ord. July 19 

LARKING, JOHN R., Southport 
July 21 

Luorrt, FRANK E., Twickenham, Clerk 
July 19. Ord, July 19 

MaAoconocui#£, HAnky, South Kensington 
June 7. Ord, Dec, 21. 

Mason, CLEMENT W., Leeds, Stock Clerk 
Ord. July 21 

OSBALDDSTON, FRANK, South-ple., Finsbury, Solicitor 
Court. Pet. June 15. Ord. July 19 

Ospors, WILLIAM H., and Osporn, LARRY, 
Builders. Brighton. Pet. July 21. Ord. July 21 

PARKIN, JouN W., Carlisle, Agricultural Worker 
Pet. July 10. Ord. July 21 

PETERSON, Ropert, Knightsbridge 
May 9. Ord. July 20 

PHILLIPS, HYMAN, Mile-End-rd., 
High Court. Pet. July 20. Ord. July 2 

Pinnce, THOMAS, Lianelidan, near Ruthin, 
Wrexham. Pet. July 20. Ord. July 20 

PorPLeton , Cect, G., Hampstead. High Court 
Ord. July 20 

RAINBOW, CHARLES, Enfiekd, Boot Dealer 
July 4. Ord. July 21 

Rogers, Rh. B., Manchester 
July 3. Ord. July 20 

Rossuem, Davip, Fox-court, Gray's Inn-rd., Hoslery 
Merchant. High Court. Pet. June 23. Ord. July 20 

STockEN, N. D. L., Pembroke-mews, Chapel-st., Dealer in 
Motor Cars. High Court. Pet. May 17. Ord. July 20 

STOLLER MARGARINE Co., Bell-st., Kdgware-rd. High Court 
Pet. May 19. Ord. July 20 

STRONGMAN, ALFRED E., Plymouth, Commission 
Plymouth, Pet. June 24. Ord. July 20 

TERARLE, HARRY, Luton, Bootmaker. Luton 
Ord. July 20 

‘Tuomas, Lewis I., Ciltynydd, Glam., 
General Merchant. Pontypridd. 
July 20. 


High Court 


Lincoln, Coal Merchant 
July 20 
CHAMBERLIN, 


Pet. July 21 


ALFRED, 
Ord 
Maidstone. Pet 


Estate Agent 


Proprietor 


Fruit 


Broker 
High Court 
Exhibitor. Truro. Pet 
Commission Agent 
Great 
frunks. High Court 


Liverpool. Pet. July 10, Ord 


Brentford. Pet 
High Court. Pet 
Iaeds. Pet. July 21 
High 
Chichester, 
Carlisle 

Pet 


High Court 


Boot and Shoe Retailer 
Smaliholder 
Pet. June 24 
Edmonton. Pet 


Metal Dealer. Manchester. Pet 


Agent 
Pet. July 7 


Metal, Mineral and 
Pet. July 20. Ord. 





Wap#, StepHEeN, Manchester, Taxi-Cab Proprietor. Man- 
chester. Pet. July 3. Ord. July 20. 

Warner, ADA H., Bennett-st., St 
Pet. March 17. Ord. July 20. 

Westosy, WiLtiaM J., Barrow-on-Humber, Farmer. 
Grimaby. Pet. July22. Ord. July 22. 

Wicks, Hersert, Fenchurch-st., Tailor. High Court. Pet. 
May 17. Ord. July 20. 

WorMALD, JoHN A., Lawrence-lane, Pet, 
Jan. 6. Ord. July 20. 


James's. High Court. 


Great 


High Court 


London Gazette —FRIDAY, July 28. 


BARNES, GEORGE H., Treharris, Kinema Proprietor. Merthyr 
Tydfil. Pet.July 26. Ord. July 26. 
BAYNES, JoHN W., Barrow-in-Furness, Joiner and Builder. 
Barrow-in-Furness. Pet. July 26. Ord. July 26. 
BLANK, Joseru, Lincoln. Lincoln, Pet. June 1A. 
July 21. 

porp, W. A., Wellington Barracks, Captain H.M. Army. 
High Court. Pet. June 29. Ord. July 25. 

BROOKS, STANLEY, Manchester, Mop Manufacturer. Man- 
chester. Pet. July 25. Ord. July 25. 

Buroess, Georae F., Watling-st. High Court. Pet. June 26. 
Ord. July 25 

Carr, Hanky, Askern, nr. Doncaster, Cutlery and Fancy 
Goods Dealer. Sheffield. Pet. July 26. Ord. July 26. 

CARTER, WILLIAM, West Bromwich, Haulage Contractor. 
West Bromwich. Pet. July 25. Ord. July 25. 
Caunt, WILFRED, Doncaster, Licensed Victualler. Sheffield. 
Pet. July 24. Ord. July 24. 
CLeMow, LYNTON, Herne Bay, High 
Pet. July 26. Ord. July 26. 

Conen, CLEMENT A., Manchester, Shipper. 
Pet. June 20. Ord. July 24. 

DANIEL, DANTEL L., Ogmore Vale, Butcher. 
July 24. Ord. July 24. 

Darnsy, Apert W. C., Leigh, 
Burton-on-Trent. Pet. July 24 

Davies, Captain SYDNEY P., Kingsway. 
May 30. Ord. 25 

Davies, WituaM E., Bridgend, Wholesale 
Cardiff. Pet. July 26. Ord. July 26. 

DoLAN, THOMAS, St. Helens, Haulage Contractor. Liverpool. 
Pet. June 27. Ord. July 25. 

ENGLISH, CHARLES H. D., Bedford, Commercial Traveller. 
Bedford. Pet. July 25. Ord. July 25 

HALLWoopD, BasiL, Portsmouth, Lieut. R.N. 
Pet. June 19. Ord. July 25. 

HiGNetr, WILLIAM, Stoneclough, Lancs, Farmer. 
Pet. July 25. Ord. July 25. 

HowARD, ALFRED, Nuneaton, General Dealer 
Pet. July 24. Ord. July 24 

HOWELLS, HENRY, Swansea, 
July 24. Ord. July 24. 

Jackson, JOHN A., Willesden Green, Dining-Rooms Keeper. 
High Court. Pet. July 24. Ord. July 24. 

Jacons, EMMANUEL, Manchester, Cotton Piece Goods 
Merchant. Manchester. Pet. July 3. Ord. July 24. 

Jennines, Ernest J., Shepshed, Leicester, Licensed 
Victualler. Leicester. Pet. July 18. Ord. July 25. 

Jones, Davip, Jones, Henry Lioyp and Jones, 
Lioyp, Fochriw, Glam., Grocers Merthyr 
Pet. July 24. Ord. July 24 

Lippitt, GeorGE E., Wooton Onibury, Salop, Farn. Bailiff. 
Leominster. Pet. July 24. Ord. July 24. 

Lowg, CHARLES E., Shrewsbury, Fish and Game Dealer. 
Shrewsbury. Pet. July 26. Ord. July 26. 

MaLtsy, Joun B., Wellingore, Lincoln., Hardware Factor. 
Boston. Pet. July 24. Ord. July 24. 

May, Epmunp 8., Cheltenham, Draper. 
Pet. July 22. Ord. July 22. 

McGratu, W. J., Fleet-street, Licensed Victualler 
Court. Pet. May 23. Ord. July 26 

Patron, EDWARD, Luton, Contractor 
Ord. July 25. ‘ 

POWELL, WALTER, Treorchy ,Jeweller. Pontypridd. Pet. 
July 10. Ord. July 25. 

Puen, ALexrt H., Brighton. 
Ord, July 25. 

REITZMAN, JAMES D., Bournemouth, Company Director. 
Poole. Pet. April 8. Ord. July 26, 

ROLLINSON, JoserPH E., Attenborough, Notts., Electrical 
Engineer and Contractor. Nottingham. Pet. July 26. Ord. 
July 26. 

Ruppock, CHARLES A., Pontypool, Tailor. 
Pet. July 25. Ord. July 25. 

SANDERSON, JOHN, Whixley, near York ,Commercia! Traveller. 
Harrogate. Pet. July 10, Ord. July 25. 

SeaLy, CLaupE E., Croekerton, near Warminster, Dairy 
Farmer. Frome. Pet. July 24. Ord. July 24. 

SIMOVITZ, BARNARD, Nelson-street, Tailor. High Court. 
Pet. June 17. Ord, July 20 

Smiru, Louisa, Ryde, L. of W., Dealer in Lingerie. Newport. 
Pet. July 14. Ord, June 26. 

Smrrnx P., Darwen, Milliner and Costumier. 
Pet. July 13. Ord. July 25 

SPEKE, HARRY, Blackpool, Corn Dealer. 
July 13. Ord. July 21. 

Spicer, WALTER, Meeth, Devon, 
Plymouth. Pet. July 24. Ord. July 24. 

VARLEY, Francis J., Great Grimsby, Tailor and Outfitter. 
Great Grimsby. Pet. July 24. Ord. July 24. 

WILKINSON, WILFRED V., Luton, Straw Hat Manufacturer. 
Luton. Pet. June 14. Ord. July 25 

WituaMs, Humpurey, Treflys, Carnarvon, 
Portmadoc. Pet. July 24. Ord. July 24 

WiLuiamMs, Owen A., Birkenhead, Tailor. 
Pet. July 26. Ord. July 26. 

WILLIAMS, WILLIAM H., Lianfaglan, Farm Servant. Bangor. 
Pet. July 26. Ord. July 26. 

WirHers, CHARLES F., Berwick near Shrewsbury. 
bury. Pet. July 22. Ord. July 22. 

Notice substituted for that published in the 
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BAKER, MAURICE R., Manchester, Wholesale Baker and 
Confectioner. Manchester. Pet. June 15. Ord. July 12. 


Ord. 


Merchant. Court. 
Manchester. 
Cardiff. Pet. 


Stoke-on-Trent, Grocer. 


Ord, July 24. 


High Court. Pet. 


Confectioner. 


Greenwich. 

Bolton. 
Coventry. 
Pet. 


Butcher. Swansea, 


JOHN 
Tydfil. 


Cheltenham. 
High 
Luton. Pet. July 12. 
June 21. 


Brighton. Pet 


Newport (Mon.). 


Blackburn. 
Blackpool. Pet. 


Licensed Victualler. 


Farmer. 


Birkenhead. 


Shrews- 
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ALEXANDER, PATRICK Y., Whitehall-court. High Court, Pet, 
July 28. Ord. July 28. 

BARNARD, GEORGE AYLING, Grately, Hants, Architect, 
Salisbury. Pet. July 11. Ord. July 28. 

Burn, JAMES H., North Shields, Boot and Shoe Repaiter, 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Pet. July 27. Ord. July 27. 

CALD'VELL, WILLIAM, Hale, Chester, Electrical Engineer, 
Manchester. Pet. July 29. Ord. July 29. 

CARPENTER, FREDERICK, Hounslow. Brentford. Pet. April 
21. Ord. July 28. 

CYPHER, HENRY R., and VERNALLS, THOMAS H., Lianbra- 
dach, Glam., Painters, Decorators and Hardware Dealerg, 
Pontypridd. Pet. July 28. Ord. July 28. 

DAVIES, MABEL, Cardiff. Cardiff. Pet. July 26. Ord. July 26, 

DE VAREBECK, PAUL J., Lower Norwood. High Court. Pet, 
March 6. Ord. June 21. 

GAYFORD, ERNEST, Hampton Court. Kingston. Pet. June 20, 
Ord. July 27. 

Hancock, WILLIAM A., Cambridge-gdns., Solicitor’s Clerk, 
High Court. Pet. June 9. Ord. July 26. 

HARPER, Peter F., Mossley, Lancs., Wholesale Confectioner, 
Manchester. Pet. July 28. Ord. July 28. 

HAWKINS, THOMAS, Llanguicke, Tinplate Rollerman. Car 
marthen. Pet. July 25. Ord. July 25. 

HENDRY, DENIS, New Ferry, Chester, Grocer. Birkenhead, 
Pet. July 28. Ord. July 28. 

Hopveson & Co., Tooting, 8.W., Builders’ Merchants and 
Haulage Contractors. Wandsworth Pet. May 2. Ord, 
July 27. 

Hopason, FRANK, Liversedge, York, Glass Bottle Merchant. 
Dewsbury. Pet. July 27. Ord. July 27. 

HOLLAND, EDWARD C., Lowestoft, Motor Mechanic. Great 
Yarmouth. Pet. July 27. Ord. July 27. 

— A., Staines. High Court. Pet. May 29. Ord 
July 26. 

Huaues, R. R., Great Castle-st. High Court. Pet. June 7, 
Ord. July 29. 

JONES, FRANK W., Newport, Mon., Tailor’s Cutter. Newport 
(Mon.). Pet. July 27. Ord. July 27. 

KIRKPATRICK, SIR CHARLES 8., Eaton-ple. High Court, Pet, 
June 18. Ord. July 12. 

LADBURY, SAMUEL D., Poplar, Coal Merchant. High Court 
July 28. Ord. July 28. 

LeE, WILLIAM A., Holbeck, Motor Carrier and General 
Dealer, Leeds. Pet. July 28. Ord. July 28. 
LITTLEWOOD, HAROLD F., Caerphilly, Dairyman. 

pridd. Pet, July 27. Ord. July 27. 

LONG, FREDERICK W., Eastbourne, Company 
High Court. Pet. June 27. Ord. July 26. 

LUMLEY, CLAUDE, Strand. High Court. Pet. March 13, Ord. 


July 27. 
MACNAMEE, Dewia E., Sheffield, Confectioner. Sheffield, 
Burton-on- 


Ponty- 
Director. 


Pet. July 28. Ord. July 28. 

MELLOWS, JoHN T., Uttoxeter, Cowkeeper. 
Trent. Pet. July 28. Ord. July 28. 

MILBURN, Tomas R., Tynlon Rhosybol, Anglesey, Farmer 
and Butcher. Bangor. Pet. July 28. Ord. July 28. 

MILLER, SAMUEL C., Leeds, Tailor. Leeds. Pet. July 15. 
Ord. July 27. 

MORRIS, GEORGE, Stockport, Wardrobe Dealer. Stockport. 
Pet. July 27. Ord. July 27. 

OSBORNE, MABEL, Northampton, Draper Milliner 
Northampton. Pet. July 27. Ord. July 27. 

PARSONS, HAROLD, New Oxford-st. High Court. Pet. July 10. 
Ord. July 28. 

PETERS, WALTER H., Bermondsey, Road Transport Con- 
tractor. High Court. Pet. July 28. Ord. July 28. 

PORTER, FRANK, Shepherd’s Bush, Engineer. High Court. 
Pet. July 28. Ord. July 28. 

Povtot, A. J., Bucklersbury, Export and Import Merchant, 
High Court. Pet. May 30. Ord. July 27. 

RAWNSLEY, NOEL, Hanover-sqe. High Court. Pet. July 4, 
Ord. July 27. 

RING, LEON, Golden-sqe., Woollen Merchant. High Court. 
Pet. June 29. Ord. July 27. 

Rooers, HARRY 8., Walsall, Electrical Engincer’s Sales 
Manager. Walsall. Pet. July 26. Ord. July 26. 

RUDDICK, WILLIAM, the Younger, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, 
Farm Produce Merchant. Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Pet. July 
18. Ord. July 28. 

SALMON, NORMAN G., Rothley, Leicester, Hosiery Ware 
houseman. Leicester. Pet. July 28, Ord. July 28. 

STONE, DANIEL, Barry. Cardiff. Pet. July 13. Ord. July 25. 

STONE, GERTRUDE, Barry, Draper. Cardiff. Pet. July 13. 
Ord. July 25. 

TANNEN, Max, Upper Clapton, Tailor. Pet. 
July 29. Ord. July 26. 

TAYLOR, Cyr M., Stafford, Motor and Cycle Engineer. 
Stafford. Pet. July 26. Ord. July 26. 

TAYLOR, GRorGE E., Bishop Monkton, House Agent. Leeds 
Pet. July 29. Ord. July 29. 

WADE, THOMAS A., Boroughbridge, Picture Framer. Harte 
gate. Pet. July 27. Ord. July 27. 

WATSON, GrorGe E., Parkgate, York, Outfitter. Sheffield, 
Pet. July 26. Ord. July 26. 

WILCOCKSON, REGINALD W., Cheapside, Costumier. High 
Court. Pet. June 22. Ord. July 27. 

Wrincu, R. F., Rickmansworth, Export and Import Agent. 
High Court. Pet. July 4. Ord. July 27. 

Woop, Ronert, Oldham, Blowing Room Scutcher. Oldham. 
Pet. July 28. Ord. July 28. 4 

Wriont, Watter B., and PRL, SIDNEY A., Finedon. 
Northampton, Engineers. Northampton. Pet. July 2. 
Ord. July 28. 

WRIGHT, WILLIAM, Grange over Sands, Butcher. Barrow-in- 
Furness. Pet. July 27. Ord. July 27. 

Amended Notice substitated for that published in the 

London Gazette of July 7, 1922. , 

HORNBY, CHRISTOPHER, Stonham Aspa!, Suffolk, Farmef 

Bury St. Kdmunds. Pet.June19. Ord.June 30. 


EVIDENCE 


on behalf of Christianity is provided by the 
CHRISTIAN EVIDENCE SOCIETY 
33 and 34, Craven Street, W.C.2, 


and 


High Court. 
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